by 
Robert K. Stevenson 


Z 
| 


John Schmitz, 1972 American Independent Party candidate for President 


PREFACE 


Among other college degrees, I earned a Bachelor’s degree in Political Science and a 
Master’s degree in Social Science in the 1970s from California State University, Fullerton. 
Accordingly, it should not be surprising to learn that I was, and still am, extremely interested in 
important political events. The following work, the main end product of a college senior level 
Political Science course entitled Political Parties that I took in the Fall of 1972, well reflects this 
interest of mine. It is a study I completed on December 12, 1972 of the 1972 Presidential campaign 
of John Schmitz, who ran as the candidate for the American Independent Party. 


In researching this topic, do not be surprised if you come across no other study that 
describes the nature of John Schmitz’s 1972 campaign for President as well as its impact on the 
1972 Presidential election. To carry out such a study properly would necessitate one being able, 
among other things, to attend some of Schmitz’s campaign appearances and interact with the 
candidate himself. In addition, given the time and expense involved in accomplishing this, and 
also given that President Nixon, the Republican Presidential candidate, held such a commanding 
lead in the polls in 1972 over his Democratic party rival, George McGovern, most would decide 
that the outcome of the Presidential election was a foregone conclusion—that is, Nixon would 
easily win re-election (which he did, in a landslide)}—and that therefore it would not be worth 
one’s time and money to cover the campaign of the third party’s candidate who no doubt had zero 
chance of winning the election. However, I am not like most people and believed that studying the 
Presidential campaign of the American Independent Party’s candidate for President could prove 
to be quite interesting and could yield important insights into the thoughts and beliefs held by those 
of far-right conservative political persuasion. So, I went forward with my study which you will see 
utilized at times non-traditional sources of information. 


Here now, containing some editing and added context, is the original study, “The Impact 
of the American Independent Party and Its Candidate for President, John Schmitz, on the 1972 US 


Presidential Election.” 
AUTHOR’S NOTE 


In the tradition of Edgar Allen Poe’s character, the Chevalier C. Auguste Dupin, I have 
endeavored to explore all avenues of chance, for using Dupin’s Calculus of Probabilities unearths 
rich treasures of knowledge. In a similar vein, I shall say that science—including political 
science—is based on observation. Therefore, you, the reader, will come across a mound full of 
data in this project. 


My purpose in this project is not to work backwards, but rather forwards. This means that 
I state a hypothesis, and then try to find every scrap of information pertaining to it. If the 
information proves the hypothesis, fine. If not, that’s also fine. However, one’s assuming that a 
stated hypothesis is the correct answer and working towards that already assumed-to-be correct 
answer is, I’m afraid, not very scientific, nor in the tradition of Monsieur Dupin. I have also made 
it a point not to rely on standard sources of political science information (such as books like The 
Real Majority, etc.) in order for this study to remain as creative and original an effort as possible, 
which I regard as important. 


THE PROBLEM 


In 1968 George Wallace, then the governor of Alabama, formed a third political party 
called the American Independent Party (AIP) and ran for President as its candidate. He received 
9,906,141 votes or 13.5% of the total popular vote. Wallace also won 45 electoral votes from 5 
Deep South states (Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana, and Mississippi) . 


In 1972 John Schmitz was nominated by the AIP to be its Presidential candidate. He ended 
up receiving approximately 1.1 million votes and won no electoral votes. 


The problem to be looked into is: How come Schmitz did so poorly and Wallace so well in 
comparison? 


If one compares the AIP’s two differing platforms—i.e., the 1968 and the 1972 AIP 
platforms—some differences will be noticed. However, I do not believe that this could possibly 
be the reason for the discrepancy in the results of the two elections. (After all, who really cares 
about party platforms anymore?) 


In mulling over this question, two thoughts came to my mind: 1) the difference between 
the 1968 and 1972 AIP’s vote outcomes could have simply been due to the candidates’ differing 
personalities and background, and 2) the John Birch Society had gotten into the act with regard to 
the AIP, and this could have been a contributing factor in Schmitz’s poor showing. 


To investigate these two thoughts, I offer two hypotheses for examination: 

1) If the John Birch Society (JBS) has taken over the AIP, then said party will become 
an ineffective, although perhaps persistent, third political party. 

2) If Schmitz were George Wallace, rather than a disgruntled Republican 
congressman and John Birch Society member, then the AIP’s 1972 Presidential candidate 
would have received significantly more votes. 


I start my investigation of Hypothesis #1 with a seemingly indirect approach. I talk about 
the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR). This CFR organization holds a special place in the hearts 
of JBS members: it’s their #1 enemy; and, as you come to realize the big role the JBS played in 
this election on behalf of the AIP, perhaps you’ll understand my logic behind including a talk on 
the CFR. 


Following my investigation of the two hypotheses is probably the most captivating part of 
this study—the reports of my first-hand observations of the 1972 campaign of the AIP’s 
Presidential candidate, John Schmitz. 


1972 US Presidential Election Results 


JOHN SCHMITZ 


PLATFO 


ADOPTED IN NATIONAL CONVENTION 
AT LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY, 
AUGUST 4, 1972. 


ne American Party of the United — 


States of America gratefully acknowl: 
edges the Lord God as the Creator, Pre- 
erver, and Ruler of the Universe and 
f the Nation, hereby appeals to Him for 
id, comfort, and continuing guidance in 
its efforts to preserve this nation as a 
government of the people, by the people, 
_ and for the people in this time of peril. 

__ The American Party speaks for the ma- 
_ jority of Americans, the hard-working, 
productive tax-paying citizens who con- 
stitute the strength of America. 

No other party today speaks for the 
average American or expresses his con- 
cepts, hopes, and goals. 

The average man today does not think 
of himself in ideological terms, such as 
liberal and conservative. Rather, the 
average man thinks in terms of the basic 
problems which confront him. He is con- 
cerned with the opportunity for gainful 
employment, educational opportunity for 
his children, the safety of his wife and 
child on the streets of his community, 

an equity in taxation which makes him 
- er the victim of those who by_refus- 
no income to tax, or the 
i s who use tax loop- 

es avoid the payment of any taxes. 
He is concerned ahout the never-ending 


The Constitutional Congressr 
who has never broken a 
Campaign promise, and ne 
voted for a tax increa 


LP \ use of his sons for gunfodder in futile 
HE f nternational involvements. 

tion W! "Phe platform of the American Party 

Your $25 done latforms ip a response to his desires, a voice which 

1 000 peaks for him as no other political party 


in America today so speaks. 

No nation can survive if it fails to meet 
the problems which concern the average 
een. The American Party confronts 


ed-to Government of, by, and for the 

_ people. The people will ultimately have 
way. 

ese, the great American people, 

r this platform. 


Domestic Policy 
3 al Go raiment 


an ca today be- 
led institu- 


JOHN SCH 


We shall steadfastly oppose Federal 
legislation permitting the Federal bu- 
reaucracy to tell a business man who he 
must hire or fire, ‘tamper with Union 
seniority lists and apprenticeship pro- 
grams or invade the individual's right of 
privacy. 


Ww IL for the. 
niet cope T Wl 
tive institutions. 


Pr ary 

The greatest obstacles to the achieve- 
ment by the average man of his goals and 
desires for America is the unrepresenta- 
tive, unresponsive, dictatorial, federal 
judiciary. 4 

The American Party would end judicial 
usurpation of the constitutional process 
by requiring federal judges at the district 
court level to be directly elected by the 
people. by requiring federal judges at 
the appellate level, including Supreme 
Court Justices, to be reconfirmed in 
their appointmerts every four years, and 
by limiting the appellate jurisdiction of 
the federal courts in state constitutional 
cases. 


tion of govern- 
re and competi- 


Pretection From Crime 


The American Party pledges full sup- 
port to local law enforcement in their 
crusade to control crime; reforms in our 
judicial system to provide a speedy and 
just determination in criminal cases: and 
retention of the historic constitutional 
right of each state and the federal gov- 


_ernment to_impose_ ca ital punishment 
for aggravated criminal offenses. 


We support maximum penalties for the 
crime of skyjacking and political as- 
sassinations. 

We support local control and financ- 
ing of our local police forces and will 
oppose all attempts to establish federal 
control over them. 


Drug Abuse 

We oppose legalization of marijuana. 
We favor strong local and state laws 
making it a criminal offense with a man- 
datory jail sentence for anyone convicted 
of selling or supplying drugs. excepting 
for prescribed medical purposes. 
i The ultimate source of most hard drugs 
in the United States is the poppy fields 
of Red China. We deplore President 
Nixon's failure to take any meaningful 
action to stop the flow of hard drugs from 
Red China to the United States and 
pledge our full supp to stop this as- 
sault on our America th. 


oy 


For more int 


VICE-PRES. 


ck & mail to 


AMERICAN INDEPENDENT PARTY 
P.O. Box 4620 - S,F, 94101 
864-2037 668-6400 
S30 iq: 5041 Geary St., S.F. 


cav/yey's 


First page of the 1972 American Independent Party platform 


Respect For Lue 

The American Party recognizes that 
the first and most important role of gov- 
ernment al any level is the protection 
of the right to life. The American 
Party opposes all attempts to liberalize 
any anti-abortion laws which laws, by 
their very nature, protect the lives of 
those innocents least able to defend them- 
selves. 

We are opposed to euthanasia, the so- 
called “mercy killing” of the aged, ailing 
or infirm, by the administration of drugs 
or the withholding of medication es- 
sential to the patient’s comfort or pos- 
sible recovery 

We fully support laws providing crim- 
inal penaltics far the uncoiicited presen 
tation or exhibition of obscenity. inclid- 
Ing any publi¢ di-play of homosexuality. 


Gun Control 

The Constitution of the United States 
affords to every citizen the right to keep 
and bear arms. 

The lawless always acquire weapons 
and the result of disarming our citizens. 
coupled with judicial emasculation of 
local police protection, would be to leave 
the average citizen without protection 
from the lawless. We support a manda- 
tory jail sentence for anvone using a 
firearm in the commission of a felony. 

The American Party opposes iaws 
which would deny the right of our citi 
zens to own firearms. 


Welfare 

The American Party is sensitive to ihe 
needs of America’s aged, blind and dis- 
abled citizens and fuliy supports state 
and local programs to enable these citi- 
zens to live in dignity and economic 
security. 

We are unalterably opposed to tax 
supported subsidies to able-hodied per- 
sons who refuse to work, engage in wel- 
fare fraud, or utilize their reproductive 
capacities for the purpose of securing 
ever larger welfare payments. 

We support all necessary statutory and 
administrative amendments necessary to 
achieve the complete elimination of 
rampant fraud in public assistance pro- 
grams. 

We oppose all federal funding in 
public assistance programs. 


Social Security 


The aged have been the principal 
victims of an irresponsible government 
fostered inflation. We support legisla- 
tion to require the Federal government 
to protect Social Security Funds as a 
special trust, using those funds solely for 
the purpose of providing benefits to the 
beneficiaries. We support the removal 
of the earnings limitation of 62 and over 
in order that they may earn any amount 
of additional income. 


We support the rij 
the labor mark 
in approved p 
an alternative to the Federal Social 
Security Program. Current studies es- 
tablish that. at present rates, the same 
funds paid into Social Security over the 
average worker's productive life would 
produce, if paid into a private invesiment 
trust fund, a principal sum sufficient to 
provide the worker etl incon 
at least several tim 
Social Sec e 


ght of those,enterinsy. 9 


Ba ae mtn d —_— 


these monopolies 


Health Care 

We support cooperative efforts he- 
tween private insurance carriers and pri- 
vate charitable institutions to provide 
low-cost medical insurance for the aver- 
age citizen. We oppose any form of 
government controlled insurance. 

We fully support the freedom of the 
citizen to choose his own physician. 

We are particularly sensitive to the 
special needs of the handicapped and 
support state administered programs 
which offer these citizens the educa- 
tional and employment opportunities to 
lead productive lives. 


Inflation 


Government created the problem of 
inflation by deficit spending and Gov- 
ernment must be curbed in such further 
activity. 

The American Party supports all steps 
necessary to halt the inflationary spiral. 
including putting the Federal Govern- 
ment on a pay-as-you-go basis and re- 
storing a sound monetary standard by 
permitting the individual citizen to own 
and exchange gold. and the American 
Party advocates the abolition of the Fed- 
eral Reserve System (a_ private cor- 
poration), and together with such 
abolition, the American Party advocates 
a return to the gold standard. 

We object strongly to the policy of 
present and past administrations in 
blaming either the working man or the 
business man for the problem of. infla- 
tion. 

The imposition of wage and _ price 
controls, ostensibly established to curb 
inflation, is a fraud upon every citizen 
of: America. We call for the removal of 
such fraudulent wage and price controls. 

Taxation 

The American Party supports im- 
mediate tax relief for the lower- and 
middle-income citizens of America, a 
closing of the tax loopholes for the ultra- 
rich, and taxation of the presently exempt 
foundations unless their purposes are 
narrowly limited to chavitabie pursuits. 

We believe ihat the Amevican Party 
should encourage the full consideration 
of @ coostitiuonal amendment reflecting 
long-standing and never refuted studies 
establishing that if the federal govern- 
ment is restricted to its constitutional 
functions, the present income, estate and 
gift tan programs can be eliminated at 
a proven profit of approximately 20 per 
cent to the average American wage 
earner. 


Employment 

The American Party would eliminate 
zovernmental red tape and _ restrictions 
which discourage the development and 
expansion of business enterprises which 
create job Opportunities. 
Min as 0 ei “ot Se 
Pe Consumer Protection wi 
The Anievican Party supports reason- 
able programs to provide protection for 
consumers and wage earners against 
hazards to their health and safety. 

Believing in free competitive enter- 
prise. we are unrelenting in our Opposi- 
tion to government maintained mono- 
polies which stifle competition, Where 
exist, they must be 
b | ecto protect the public 
u ind arbitrary rate increases. 


be 2 


‘we ave opposed to the use by those 
monopolies, such as, the telephone com- 
pany, of its consumer derived revenues 
for political purposes for the direct or 
indirect influencing of elections. 


Agriculture 


We support the phased complete 
drawal of government controls, res 
tions, and subsidies ftom agriculture 
Within a period of three to five vears. as 
we withdraw similar subsidies from other 
areas of American economic life. 

To protect the American farmer from 
unjust foreign competition, we protest 
foreign imports from slave nations. 


Labor 


The American Party fully supports the 
advances made by the working people 
of America. We shall continue to support 
the right of workers to organize, bargain 
collectively. and control the internal 
affairs of their union organizations with- 
out Federal government interference. 
We oppose compulsory federally enforced 
arbitration on local unions. 

The American Party recognizes that 
all retirement and pension programs are 
a deferred part of every workers’ wage 
or salary. As such, all participation in 
retirement and pension programs should 
yemain the property of every partici- 
pating employee regardless of wherever 
he may be employed. We strongly sup- 
port legislation, union agreements, or 
professional organization efforts to guar- 
antee that interest. Every working man, 
union or non-union, waged or salaried, 
should be allowed to take his pension 
benefits with him to wherever he mj 
be employed, from his first job w@ 
last. 

We support the right of rank and file 
union members to control the destiny 
of their own local unions through demo- 
cri i¢ processes. 

There is no “acceptable” level of un- 
employment as is implied by the current 
philosophies of the Democrat and Re- 
publican Parties. The unalterable posi 
tion of the American Party is that there 
is Opportunity for full employment 
through the free enterprise system. 


Education 


The American Party fully supports the 
concept of quality education for every 
American child. We believe that educa- 
fon is a local responsibility and we are 
unalterably committed to the preserva- 
tion of the neighborhood school without 
Federal control or interference. We be- 
lieve that the educational dollar should 
be spent for improved classroom instruc- 
tion. not for unproductive busing of 
pupils for purposes of social experi- 
mentation or racial balance. We strongly 
reaffirm our opposition to such busing. 
and to the transfer of teachers for such 


_ Purposes. 


“tion to encourage the development of 
syste of private education includ 
tax setoffs for parents who choose 
place their children in private schom® 
We support the concept of voluntary 
non-denominational prayer in the public 
schools, We would protect the right of 
an individual not to participate, but do 
' not believe the minority has the right to 
bar participation by the majority in 
desired religious exercises. We will re- 


eA ne support all necessary legisla- 


Second page of the 1972 American Independent Party platform, 
with focus on domestic policy 


Sist_ any and all attempts by govern- 
mental agencies such as H.E.W. and the 
National Institute on Mental Health et 
al, to use our educational systems to ex- 
periment with. or capture the minds and 
lives of our children through such pro- 
Stams as sex-education, sensitivity train- 
i a drug experimentation. 

_ “= favor placing our schools under the 
Jurisdiction of parents and their local 
school boards, and school financing by 
state and local taxation. 


The Environment 

We support all reasonable efforts to 
solve the problems of air and water pol- 
lution, and America’s other environmental 
maladies. 

We do not believe that the solution to 
Poilution can be found in destroying the 
Private capital investment system, but 
rather by urging the enforcement of the 
common and _ statutory laws affecting 
these matters by the states and local en- 
forcement agencies, and by the inventive 
genius of a free people in a competitive 
economic system 


Elections 

The development of the American 
Party is dependent upon an opportunity 
to fully participate in the election process 
in the several states. We shall work for 
the elimination of discriminatory state 
laws which make it difficult or impossible 
for new parties 4g participate in the elec- 
tion process. We shall support judicial 
or legislative action wherever necessary 
to achieve this objective, including legis- 
jation enabling the name “American 
Payee’ 10 be uSed in every state. 

Devoyon full disclosure of campaign 
contU1butions and expenditures. : 


Government Secrecy 

The American Party believes that gov- 
ernment must be conducted in the full 
light of public scrutiny. Secrecy is the 
tool of dictatorship, not of government 
of. by and for the people. We pledge our 
full support to all necessary legislation 
lo assure full disclosure to the people of 
the activities of their government, except: 
ing for matiers clearly in the interests 
of national security. 


Kegional Government 
The Amevivan Party is unalterably of- 
pesed to the creation of regional govern- 
ment entiiies which exercises tax and 


police powers without direct responsi-— 


bility to the voters and the taxpayers 
which such agencies are alleged to serve. 
Too often, the objective of those seeking 
fo create such regional bodies is the de- 
Struction or usurpation of the authority 
of local or state governments. 


In connection with necessary vigilance | 


on the subject of regional governi 
We encourage a re-examinalion of 1 
cept of zoning laws, which frequen 


a thinly veiled transfer of powe »m 
p e¢ property owners to local collectiv- 
i nners. 


Internal Subversion 
The American Party expresses its un- 
dying opposition to the .criminal Commv- 
nist conspiracy and, in that regard. urges 
the enforcement of the Constitution and 
laws of the United States. 


nation of the 


Women’s Liberation 
Although “Equal Rights” for women 
may seem a desirable objective, in practice 
it means great loss—not gain. We urge 
the people to notify their state legislators 
to resist adoption of the so-called “Equal 
Rights Amendment.” 


Public Housing 
We oppose public, subsidized and scat- 
ler site housing in any neighborhood or 
community unless first approved by a ma- 
Jovity of the voters in the precinct and 
in the municipality concerned, 


Foreign Policy 


National Sovereignty 
».. We are... unalterably opposed 
to entangling alliances, via treaties or 
any other form of commitment, which 
compromise our national sovereignty 
To this end, we shall: 


_ & Steadfastly oppose American par- 
ticipation in any form of world govern- 
ment organization: 


Call upon the President and Con- 
gress to terminate United States mem- 
bership in the United Nations and its sub- 
sidiary organizations; and 


Propose that the Constitution be 
amended to prohibit the United States 
Government from entering any treaty or 
other agreement which makes any com- 
mitment of American military forces or 
lax money, compromises the sovereignty 
of the United States, or accomplishes a 
purpose properly the subject of domestic 
law. 


Pacts and Agreements 

Since World War II, the United States 
has increasingly played the undesirable 
role of an_ international policeman. 
Through our involvements abroad, our 
country is being-changed from a republic 
to a world empire in which our freedoms 
are being sacrificed on an altar of in- 
ternational involvement. The United 
States -is now committed by treaty to de- 
fend 42 foreign nations in all parts of the 
world, apd by agreements other than 
treaties to defend at least 19 more. There- 
fore, we: 


Call upon the President and the 
Congress to immediately commence a 
systematic withdrawal from these treaties 
and agreements unless such withdrawal 
would threaten the immediate national 
security of the United States. 


v Reaffirm our support of the Monroe 
Doctrine under which the United States 
has clearly stated its perpetual interest 
in the independence from foreign domi- 

he several lics of the 
emisphere, so that all expan- 
sionist powers will be forewarned of our 
commitment to the freedom of the West- 
ern Hemisphere from foreign domination. 


Vietnam 

The Executive Branch of our govern- 
ment. with the tacit approval of Con- 
gress, has involved us in an _unconsti- 
tutional war in Vietnam which is con- 
trary to the best interest of this nation. 
Through unbelievable mismanagement. 
or conscious design, the war has been 


Prolonged, any goal of traditional mili- 
tary victory abandoned, and the enemy 
has been given privileged sanctuaries 
while over 50,000 American boys have 
been slaughtered on the battlefield. 


Despite the fact that our nation be- 
came involved illegally in the Indo-China 
war there are, none the less, hundreds 
f valiant American servicemen now lan- 
guishing in the prison camps of North 
Vietnam. America owes a duty and re- 
sponsibility to these brave men and 
their families to force the Communist 
government of North Vietnam to release 
these American prisoners of war... . 


The American Party further demands 
that never again shall U.S. troops be 
employed on any foreign field of battle 
without a declaration of war by Con- 
gress as required by the U.S. Constitu- 
tion: that Congress refuse to fund. un- 
constitutional, undeclared wars pursuant 
to Presidential whim or inteinational 
obligations under which American sov- 
ereignty has been transferred to multi- 
national] agencies; and that such statutes 
be adopted as may be required to achieve 
these objectives. 


We are unalterably opposed to any 
American aid to NORTH Vietnam upon 
termination of our participation in South- 
east Asian hostilities. 


We oppose unequivocally any amnesty 
for military deserters and draft dodgers. 


___ Relations With Communists 

The American Party is deeply con- 
cerned by the President's recent accord 
with. Communist China during the very 
hour when American boys are being killed 
by the Communist enemy in Vietnam. 
Instead of consorting with Communist 
governments, we believe that the United 
States should terminate all trade with, 
and aid to, Communist countries . .. We 
should provide moral emcouragement to 
the peoples of captive nations whose 
homelands are presently oppressed by 
the Communist tyranny. We specifically 
urge the United States reiterate its friend- 
ship for Nationalist China. We are un- 
alterably opposed to- any recognition of 
the Castro Communist government in 
Cuba... . 

We pledge not to interfere with Cuban 
exiles in their legitimate goals and aims 
of freeing their country from Communist 
tyranny. 

We pledge to release all Cuban exiles 
held in United States jails for past activi- 
{ies connected with the liberation of their 
homeland. 


Middle East 
The American Party is unalterably op- 
posed to American involvement in the 
Middle East conflict between Israel and 
Arab States. The United States has no 
interests in the Middle East which justi- 
fies the sacrifice of our sons on a desert 


battlefield nor is our country properly 


cast as a merchant of death in the Middle 
East arms race. 


We therefore propose that: 


vw» America declare its neutrality in the 
Middle East; and that it 


~ Repudiate any commitment ex- 
pressed or implied to send U.S. troops 
to participate in the Middle East con- 
flict. 


1972 AIP platform positions on domestic and foreign policy 


_ South Africa, Rhodesia 
As it is not the prerogative of foreign 
nations to determine the internal policies 
of the United States, so it is not our pre- 
Togative to dictate the internal policies 
of foreign countries. We should, there- 
fore, declare our friendship with all na- 
tions who genuinely desire friendship 
with us, Consequently, we: 


_ Call upon our government to cease 
its acts of hostility toward South Africa 
and Rhodesia, and, indeed, all other non- 
Communist countries who have by word 
and deed demonstrated their friendship 
for the United States; 


_ # Commend the Congress for its action 
in ending American participation in U.N. 
sanctions against Rhodesia as they apply 
to chromite and certain other strategic 
minerals; and 


Pledge to end the present admin- 
istration’s anti-Rhodesian sanctions policy 
and extend to Rhodesia the full diplo- 
matic recognition to which that nation 
is clearly entitled. 


Foreign Aid 

Since World War II, the United States 
has been engaged in the greatest interna- 
tional giveaway program ever conceived 
by man, and is now spending over $32.- 
000,000,000 a year to aid foreign nations. 
These expenditures have won us no 
friends and constitute a major drain on 
the resources of our taxpayers. Therefore, 
we demand that: 


» No further funds be appropriated 
for any kind of foreign aid programs; 


United States participation in inter- 
national lending institutions such as the 
World Bank and the International Mone- 
tary fund, be ended; 


» All government subsidies and invest- 
ment guarantees to encourage US. busi- 
nesses to invest in foreign lands be im- 
mediately terminated; and 


v All debts owed to the United States 
by foreign countries from previous wars 
be collected, by confiscation of property, 
if necessary. 


Tariffs and Trade 
The American Party urges that Con- 
gress take all necessary action to pro- 
tect American workers, farmers and 
businessmen threatened by slave labor 
and foreign competition. Therefore, we 
urge that: 


w The United States cease participa- 
tion in internationa] tariff cutting or- 
ganizations such as the General Agree- 
ment on Tariffs and Trade (GATT); and 
that 


w The United States Governiment 
establish a firm policy that U.S. husi 
nesses investing abroad do so at their 
own risk and that there is no obligation 
by our Government to protect those 
investments with the lives of our sons, 
or the taxes of our citizens. 


It is believed that the libertarian ideal 
of totally tariff free international trade 


" 


histo We 
fer may ’ ‘i 


is not realistic at this time in world 


port re 


Immigration 


Liberalization of American immigration 
laws is upsetting the labor balance in our 
country, and having an adverse effect on 
our economy. The mass importation of 
peoples with low standards of living 
threatens the wage structure of the 
American working man and, frequently, 
the political subversion of our American 
pnatituslons Therefore, we recommend 
that: 


» United States immigration laws he 
re-written to limit immigration to modest 
quotas of immigrants from European and 
Western Hemisphere countries and other 
people who share our general cultural 
traditions and background; 


All other immigration be prohibited 
except in hardship cases or other special 
circumstance; and that 


All immigrants be carefully screened 
to guarantee the lovalty to the United 
States of all persons entering this 
country. 


State Departinent 


The State Department for almost 40 
years has been actively engaged in the 
promotion of internationalism contrary 
tc the best interests of the United States. 
Therefore, we recommend that: 


~ All necessary legislative and ad- 
ministrative action be taken to assure that 
every person serving in the State Depact- 
ment aduercs to the objectives set forth 
in this platform: all persons found to he 
security risks he summarily discharged, 
defining sexual deviates and subyersives 
as “security risks per se”; 


vy All non-conforming functions, such 
as the Peace Corps, USIA, etc, he 
eliminated; and that 


Our Government he prohibited from 
conducting secret negotiations or entering 
into secret treaties or agreements in any 
way binding on the United States. 


Defense Policies oe 


The American Party supports all neces- 
sary measures to provide full protection 
of the United States from any threat. 


We recognize that it is impossible to 
restore A, ‘ 


i national 
security be eliminated; very item 
of expenditure be care we 

eliminate waste. ah 


tracts and 

We are opp 
training but 
highly orga’ vi 
militia. Since Wo 
prosperity of the 
built upon a hot a 
In this context 


of 


dministr: 


~The United States Government take 


immediate steps to encourage the re- 
orientation of the economy to provide do- 
mestic prosperity without the artificial 
and inflationary stimulus of war and 
threats of war; 


tinue to recognize the contribution o: 
servicemen to the national welfare by the 
extension of appropriate benefits to all 
veterans; 


» The United States Government ® 


In any war in which our country 
engages, sufficient taxes he imposed to 
take the profit out of war, and to equalize 
the sacrifices of those at home with those 
called upon to fight on the battlefield 
abroad. 


Disarmament 


The principle of universal disarmament 
is a desirable goal. It can be achieved, 
however, only if all nations eonform 
equally to disarmament agreements. 
There is no current evidence of a sincere 
desire by major world powers to disarm. 
Therefore, we recommend that: 


w Public Law 87-297, otherwise known 
as the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act be repealed. 


» No further disarmament treaties be 
adopted in the absence of full evidence 
of good faith by all concerned powers, 
including the right of inspection and true 
equality of arms reductions: 


No disarmament treaty he adopted 
involving the implied or expressed oblig- 
lion of the United States to go to war to 
enforce arms limitations. or to pr 
foreign nations jeopardized by po 
violating disafmament agreements; and 

at 


No disarmament treaty be adopted 
granting to the United Nations the power 
to establish an international police force 
to enforce the provision of such treaty. 


“No North, No South, No East, No West — 
One Great Nation, Heaven Blessed!’ 


For more information on 


JOHN SCHMITZ for PRESIDENT 
and 
TOM ANDERSON for VICE-PRES. 


Please make your check & “er 


AMERICAN INDEPENDENT PARTY 
P.O. Box 4620 -S.F. 94101 
864-2037 668-6400 

Hq: 5041 Geary St., S.F. 


1972 AIP platform positions on foreign policy and defense 


The Council on Foreign Relations 


Why look into the Council on Foreign Relations? 1) This is the John Birch Society’s #1 
specific enemy, and to the extent that Schmitz would bring this up during his campaign would 
maybe provide an indication as to how much the Schmitz candidacy was actually a John Birch 
Society campaign. 2) It’s an extremely curious issue, one certainly warranting further investigation 
and discussion. In fact, I understand that UCLA teaches a Political Science class on the influence 
in government of international bankers, foundations, etc. And I also understand from my friend, 
Kent Pagel (a student at UCLA), that this class reveals the role played by the CFR and similar 
organizations in our federal government. Perhaps other colleges should likewise offer such a class. 
Now, while I’d like to be impartial, I’m afraid that the CFR’s point of view on this controversial 
matter is almost impossible to come by (maybe writing to the CFR itself might stir up a response 
from them, or reading Dr. Carroll Quigley’s Tragedy and Hope book could shed some light). I 
have found no references to the above controversy in the CFR’s periodical, “Foreign Affairs,” or 
associated works. Therefore, the following information comes solely from JBS sources. 


Gary Allen, in his book Nixon’s Palace Guard, states (page 2) that “although the formal 
membership in the CFR is composed of fourteen hundred of the most elite names in the worlds of 
government, labor, business, finance, communications, the foundations, and the academy—and 
despite the fact that it has staffed almost every key position of every Administration since those of 
FDR—1t is doubtful that one American in a thousand so much as recognizes the Council’s name.” 
Allen continues by stating (page 4) that “the CFR’s passionate concern for the direction of 
American foreign policy has amounted to an attempt to make certain that policy continues 
marching Leftward towards World Government. The CFR was criticized for precisely this by the 
Reece Committee of the House of Representatives established in 1953 to investigate abuses by 
tax-free foundations. In the case of the Council on Foreign Relations, the Committee found that 
‘Its productions are not objective but are directed overwhelmingly at promoting the globalism 
concept.’ Despite nearly incredible pressure to remain silent, the Reece Committee disclosed that 
that CFR has in fact come to be almost an employment agency for key areas of the U.S. 
Government—‘no doubt carrying its internationalist bias with it.’ The investigation also showed 
that the CFR’s influence is so great that it has almost completely usurped the prescribed activities 
of the U.S. State Department.” 


Allen traces the origins of the CFR back to Cecil Rhodes, the Englishman who gained a 
fortune through gold and diamond dealings in South Africa. Allegedly, his desire, says Allen (page 
8), was “to bring all the habitable portions of the world under their control.” The “their” refers to 
the English-speaking peoples, and these words are Quigley’s, not Allen’s (Allen quotes Quigley 
here). Under Rhodes’ guidance, the Round Table (British counterpart to the CFR) was formed, 
and this Round Table, according to Allen, was actually not part of Rhodes’ inner circle. It was an 
outside circle. Allen further advances the story, quoting Quigley: “At the end of the war of 1914, 
it became clear that the organization of this system [i.e., the Round Table Group] had to be greatly 
extended. Once again, the task was entrusted to Lionel Curtis who established, in England and 
each dominion, a front organization to the existing Round Table Group. This front organization, 
called the Royal Institute of International Affairs, had as its nucleus in each area the existing 
submerged Round Table Group. In New York it was known as the Council on Foreign Relations, 


and was a front for J. P. Morgan and Company in association with the very small American Round 
Table Group.” 


With the CFR supposedly serving as a front for the largest and most powerful bank in the 
US (J. P. Morgan), Allen not surprisingly shifts his discussion and proceeds to cite numerous 
instances of Big Money involvement in the CFR. Allen explains: “Why would international 
bankers and financiers be interested in promoting a socialist World Government? Clearly, 
socialism is only the bait to obtain the support of the political underworld and to create the structure 
necessary to maintain dictatorial control. What this small group of financiers and cartel-oriented 
businessmen are interested in is monopoly control over the world’s natural resources, trade, 
transportation, and communications—something that despite their great wealth they could not 
achieve otherwise. Therefore, the super-capitalists become super-socialists, realizing that only a 
World Government under their control can give them the power necessary to achieve their goal. 
Only this could explain why these extremely wealthy men would be willing to support movements 
which seem to be aimed at their own destruction.” 


So, how well has the CFR done in controlling the American government? First, Allen states 
(page 24) that “so completely has the CFR dominated the State Department over the past thirty- 
eight years that every Secretary of State except Cordell Hull, James Byrnes, and William Rogers 
has been a member of the Council on Foreign Relations. While Rogers is not a CFR member, 
Professor Henry Kissinger, the President’s chief foreign policy advisor, came to the job from the 
staff of the Council on Foreign Relations. It has been instructive to watch as Kissinger, not Rogers, 
runs America’s foreign policy.” Allen follows up with this: “The Council has completely 
dominated the Cabinet and chief advisory posts of the Roosevelt, Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, 
and Johnson Administrations. President Nixon, a ‘former’ CFR member, appointed or retained the 
following members of CFR to high posts in his Administration: Henry Kissinger, Henry Cabot 
Lodge, Charles Yost, Arthur Burns, George Ball, Robert Murphy, Alan Pifer, Paul McCracken, 
Harlan Cleveland, Ellsworth Bunker, General Andrew J. Goodpaster, Glenn T. Seaborg, Joseph 
Sisco, Jacob Beam, and Gerald Smith.” 


Briefly (because Allen goes so deep into this controversy), this is the John Birch Society’s 
CFR picture. According to this theory, we could expect some of President Nixon’s new appointees 
to be CFR members. Let’s see and, believe it or not, as I proceed, I’m not working backwards 
towards an already-known answer. I’m just as curious as you are as to what the facts will reveal. 


According to the CFR membership list (which shortly follows): 
. Elliot Richardson, new Secretary of Defense — is a CFR member 
. Caspar W. Weinberger, new HEW Secretary — not a member 
. Roy Lawrence Ash, new Director of the Office of Management and Budget — not 
. Peter Brennan, new Secretary of Labor — not 
. Claude S. Brinegar, new secretary of Transportation — not 
. William J. Casey, new Deputy Under Secretary for Economic Affairs — not 
. Kenneth Rush, new Deputy Secretary of State — is 
. William J. Porter, new Under Secretary for Political Affairs — not 
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What can we conclude from this? Not that much. Perhaps there are only so many CFR 
people available to serve in the Nixon Administration. Maybe the past was just a coincidence, and 
the conspiracy theory has no validity. However, then again, this is only a mere handful of 
appointments, and contrast the offices of the two CFR people with those of the non-CFR people. 
See anything interesting? Congressman Rarick’s Congressional Record insertion shows all of 
President Nixon’s CFR-member appointees (an impressive amount), many of whom linger on in 
government. Do peruse the CFR membership list which I assume is correct. Among other notables, 
you'll see that the three Rockefellers (John D., David and Nelson) along with Presidential 
administration historian Arthur Schlesinger (author of the Pulitzer prize-winning book, A 
Thousand Days: John F. Kennedy in the White House) are members. 


Now, what does the conservative weekly newspaper Human Events have to say about the 
CFR? In a letter to me dated October 27, 1972, the editor of Human Events, Thomas Winter, 
remarked, “As for the CFR, I believe it has many liberal members, but were it to close down 
tomorrow, all our problems would remain.” 


Getting back to Schmitz, if Schmitz’s candidacy were merely a JBS effort, then one might 
think that Schmitz would have made his candidacy a crusade to expose the CFR (since JBS’s #1 
enemy is the CFR, also known by the name “Insiders”). However, this assumption is off in that it 
is based on the belief that the JBS people are impractical, and a tightly-knit organization like the 
JBS could hardly be correctly categorized as being impractical. For proof of the JBS’s practicality, 
a reading of The Blue Book of the John Birch Society would be instructive. Also, do not interpret 
my saying that the JBS is practical to meaning that the JBS is rational. This may or may not be the 
case. 


With so many Americans completely in the dark about the CFR and what it supposedly 
stands for, the JBS could hardly expect to get far with the masses in focusing on the CFR as being 
Schmitz’s main campaign theme. So, if Schmitz were part of a JBS effort, they would have him 
stress well-known, controversial issues, such as bussing students to racially balance schools. This, 
in fact, Schmitz did. Nonetheless, Schmitz did bring up the CFR during the campaign (see my 
various Schmitz observations); but, he didn’t really pursue or emphasize the matter. Further, 
getting back to the fact that Schmitz stressed run-of-the-mill issues, this doesn’t necessarily prove 
that he was merely following John Birch Society dictation, does it? Of course not. 


So, follow me to the next section of this study which concerns itself with the important 
question of JBS control and influence within the American Independent Party. 


® 


Congressman John Rarick’s brief explanation in the April 28, 1972 Congressional Record 
of the CFR which he follows up by inserting into the CR the CFR’s 1971 membership list 
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his career: his constant effort to im- 
prove himself for further advancement 
by school and study; and recognition of 
his talents by his superiors with impor- 
tant awards for outstanding perform- 
ance and superior accomplishments in 
his assigned duties. 

He started to add to an already ade- 
quate educational background as soon as 
he came with VA by attending specialized 
courses at the University of California 
and Golden Gate College in San Fran- 
cisco. Since being transferred to Wash- 
ington, a few high spots have been at- 
tendance at the Brookings Institute, the 
Federal Executive Institute at Char- 
lottesville, Va., and receiving a masters 
degree in public administration from the 
George Washington University. r 

Outstanding ratings, superior accom- 
plishment awards, and le of com- 
mendation are found throughout his rec- 
ord, with several of these being signed 
by the incumbent Administrator of Vet- 
erans Affairs. One of the most significant 
was a letter dated July 20, 1971, from 
Administrator Donald E. Johnson recog- 
nizing an outstanding performance for 
the fiscal year 1971 in which operations 
at the VBO improved markedly; the US. 
Veterans Assistance Center had become 
one of the most successful in the Nation; 
and his personal efforts in the field of 
equal employment opportunity all at- 
tested to his personal leadership. = 

Nationally recognized weterans orga- 
nizations have accorded recognition to 
his efforts and his empathy by numerous 
awards and citations. These include: The 
American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, the Disabled American Veterans, 
AMVETS, Veterans of World War I, and 
the Maryland Veterans Commission. 

His coworkers in VA, from central of- 
fice and his own Veterans Benefits Office, 
plan a dinner to honor both Jim and 
“Ginney” on Wednesday, May 3, and 
wish them well in their future pursuits. 

I wish to take this opportunity to add 
my personal best wishes to Jim Hubbeil 
and am certain that all of my colleagues 
in the House of Representatives join me 
in this wish. 


PRESIDENT NIXON MUST INTER- 
CEDE WITH SOVIET LEADERS ON 
BEHALF OF THE UKRAINIAN 
PEOPLE ‘ 


HON. JAMES V. STANTON — 


oF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 27, 1972 


wha Map mrition o lever to the 
er, I have this day a 
President of the United States which is 
self-explanatory and which I insert in 
the Recorp for the information of my 
colleagues and the public. The letter 
follows: a 
Concress oF THE UNITED STATES, 
Houses oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.O., April 27,1972. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The “hip Ee 
Washington, f 
* Ma. ent: Last week, as 
Myr Deas Ma. Paes pt Sayrersp 
urging that, on your forthcoming trip to the 


or 


; ¥ 
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Soviet Union, you make known your views 
relative to the p) of the Jewish people 
in that unhappy country. Today, I must 
write to you agaidion behalf of still another 
group In the Soviet Union who are victims 
of oppression, And again I ask you to inter- 
cede with the Soviet leaders—to attempt to 
do whatever you can on behalf of this much 
larger group—the Ukrainians. 

I trust you will certainly find a place for 
this issue on your proposed agenda. Whether 
the plight of the Ukrainians is discussed 
formally or informally, publicly or privately, 
Specifically or gemerally, directly or indl- 
rectly, is not at all as important as your 
earnestness in bringing it up, your persist- 
ence in terms of a followthrough and the 
results you achieve.” 

As a Member of the House of Representa- 
tives, I do not have the Constitutional duty, 
as do Members of the Senate, to advise you 
in the conduct of United States foreign 
policy. But being a Member of the House 
puts me in closer touch—at least in my 
District—with the feelings of the people. I 
Want to report to you in this connection 
that, even though persons of Ukrainian 
descent are mumerous in my District, 
relatively’ spea: . Nonetheless the people 
of Ohfo's 20th District are on the whole out- 
raged and appalled at the treatment ac- 
corded to national and religious minorities 
of all kinds in the repressive Soviet State. 

Many of my constituents are Irish Cath- 
olics, and I helleve the unfortunate events 
in Ulster—which prompted some earlier let. 
ters you from me—cause these perso; 
to identify with the persecuted Ukrai i 
As a matter of fect; my constituents of 
diverse ethnic backgrounds, and they take 
pride in what they are—and they also take 
pride in the fact that they live in@ country 
that permits them, and even encourages 
them, to be what they are. This being the 
case, it is, readily discernible why there 
e#hould be advocacy on behalf of Ukrainians 
in a Co District where there are 
so few Ukrainians. 

Naturally,.the interests of the United 
States itself wi predominate in your mind 
as you confer with the leaders of the Soviet 
Union, This ts ag it should be. But I have 
seen evidence so far of any clash between 
the interests of this country and those of the 
Ukraifiian minority in the Soviet Union. (As 
you know, the ironic aspect of this situa- 
tion is that, theoretically, the Ukrainians 
inhabit an “independent” Soviet Republic 
which sends its “own” delegation to the 
United Nations). 
4Rather, it has always been in the broad 
interest of the United States to call atten- 
tion to persecution of le wherever it 
exists, and to the denial of human rights 
everywhere. I submit to you that America 
must assert itself again and agein as a 

ton of f: in order to retain its 
jeadden'p of free world. 

Don’t you agree that a word or two from 
you might help, and that, uttered under 
the proper circumstances, it certainly could 
do no harm? I would appreciate your views 
on this subject. In the meantime, I attach 
for your information a letter I received re- 
cently from Cleveland's Olena Teliha Branch 
of the Ukrainian Gold Cross. ; 

" Yours'Very sincerely, 
Jamas V. STANTON, 
Member of Congress. 
< ‘ —— 
” Umnattan Gop Caross, 
IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
. Oleteland, Ohio, April 12, 1972. 


/ Deas But: t reports in our nation’s 
nonpeban indicate that there has been « 
series of arrésts in Ukraine of dissident in- 
tellectuals sole crime, it would appear, 

& protest the Russtfication of 
Bie country. eteen such arreste have 
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been made in recent weeks, including those 
of such noted men as Vyacheslav Chornovil, a 
journalist whose writings have been pub- 
ished here by McGraw-Hill, Ivan Dzyuba, 
whose book, Internationallsm or Russifica- 
tion? has been published in five languages, 
and Ivan Svitlychny, a itierary critic. 

Further arrests are expected and are being 
executed under an article of the Ukrain- 
fan criminal code which prohibits promul- 
gation of “deliberately false fabrications de- 
faming the Soviet state.” This is obviously an 
elastic article used by the Soviets to suppress 
any view contrary to their own. 

As constituents, we ask that you strongly 
urge President Nixon, that when he fs in 
Moscow, he request that such arrests end; 
that the Soviet Unton honor the guarantees 
of civil liberties incorporated in its own 
constitution and those it pledged itself to 
with the United Nations Declaration of Hu- 
man Rights; that he insist that political 
prisoners not be exploited as slave labor— 
specifically on projects which come under 
the provisions of the recently expanded 
United States-Soviet trade agreements. 

Sincerely yours, 
WotropyatyraA KAwKA, 
esident. 


MargvstA PopvicnH, 
Se 


THE COUNCIL ON FOREIGN 
‘ RELATIONS—1971 


HON. JOHN R. RARICK 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, April 27, 1972 


Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, the pres- 
tigious CFR—dedicated to one-world 
government, financed by a number of the 
largest tax-exempt foundations, and 
wielding such power and influence over 
our lives in the areas of finance, govern- 
ment, business, labor, military, educa- 
tion, and mass communications media— 
should be familiar to every American 
concerned with good government and 
with preserving and defending the U.S. 
Constitution and our free enterprise sys- 
tem. 

Yet the Nation’s “right-to-know ma- 
chinery’—the news media—usually so 
aggressive in exposures to inform our 
people remain conspicuously silent when 
it comes to the CFR, its members, and 
their activities. And I find that few uni- 
versity students and graduates have even 
heard of the Council on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

The CFR is the establishment. Not 
only does it have influence and power in 
key decisionmaking positions at the 
highest levels of government to apply 
pressure from above but it also finances 
and uses individual and groups to bring 
pressure from below to justify the high 
level decisions for converting the United 
States from a sovereign Constitutional 
Republic into a servile member state of a 
one-world dictatorship. 

So that our colleagues may be in- 
formed about the membership of this 
powerful organization of the elite, I in- 
sert in the Recorp its membership list as 
given in the “Annual Report, Council on 
Foreign Relations, Year Ending June 30, 
1971” followed by an article entitled 
“The Council on Foreign Relations— 
America’s Unelected Rulers” which lists 
the members of the Council on Foreign 
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ations nominated and appointed by 
dent Nixon to government posts: 
ANNUAL Report, COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELA- 
TIONS, YEAR ENDING JuNE 30, 1971 
MEMBERSHIP 


The Membership Committee has continued 
its effort to achieve and maintain a diversi- 
fied and balanced membership. In recom- 
mending to the Board candidates for elec- 
tion, the occupational, professional and in- 
tellectual composition of the membership as 
& whole Is as important a factor as the quali- 
fications of individual candidates. There is 
interest in attracting to the Council those 
whose expertise and backgrounds reflect new 
disciplines and varying points of view, and 
the Committee is particularly interested in 
younger people of exceptional promise. In 
accordance with the recommendations of a 


- membership review made by the Board two 


years ago, the Committee will continue to 
seek members from groups and areas in 
which the Council is under-represented. 

During the past year two sub-committees 
were in operation for this purpose. Alfred 
C. Neal, of the Council’s Board, headed an 
ad hoc panel to-seek exceptionally qualified 
candidates from the business community. 
Kenneth W. Thompson, of the Membership 
Committee, served as chairman of a@ com- 
mittee on term memberships which will sug- 
gest for membership each year five to ten 
young men and women, in the age range of 
21 through 27, for terms of five years each. 
The first group of term members was ad- 
mitted in the fall. Pert 

As of June 30, 1971, there were 1,464 mem- 
bers (an increase of 17 during the preceding 
fiscal year), of whom 688 were resident and 
796 non-resident. 

Lorna Brennan, 
Membership Secretary. 


Resident members 


© a ’ 


Sd 


Abel, Elie; Abram, Morris B.; Akers, An- 


thony B.; Albrecht-Carrier, Rene; Adsicich. 
4 8.; Alex- 


.; Alexander, Archibald 
ander, Robert J.; Allan, F. Aley; 

Allen, Philip E.; Alley, James B.; Allport, 
Alexander W.; Alpern, Alan N.; Altschul, Ar- 
thur G.; Altschul, Frank; Ames, Amyas; 
Ammidon, Hoyt; 

Anderson, Robert B.; Anschuetz, Norbert 
L.; Armour, Norman; Armstrong, Hamijton 
Fish; Armstrong, Wilis C.; Ascoli, Max; Att- 
wood, William; Ault, Bromwell. : 


B 

Backer, George; Baird, Charles F.; Baldwin, 
Robert H. B.; Ball i) > Ballard, Allen 
B.; Bancroft, ng Banks, Louls L; 


Barber, Charles F.; Barbe! 
Robert R.; 

Barlow, Willlam E.; Barnds, William J.; 
Barnes, Robert G.; Barnett, Prank R.; Bar- 
rand, Harry P., Jr.; Barrett, Edward W.; Bar- 
zun, Jacques; Bassow, Whitman; Bastedo, 
Philip; Bator, Peter A.; 

Becker, Loftus E.; Beebe, Frederick 8.; 
Beinecke, William 8.; Bell, David E.; Benja- 
min, Robert 8.; Benton, William; Beplat, 
Tristan E.; Berger, Peter L.; Bernstein, 
Robert L.; Bessie, Simon Michael; 

Blenstock, Abraham L.; Bingham, Jons- 
than B.; Birkelund, John P.; Black, Joseph 
E; Black, Peter; Blough, Roger M.; Blough, 
Roy; Blum, oa A. Bogdan, Norbert A; 
Bolte, Charles G. 

Bonsal, Dudley B.; Borch, Fred J.; Borton, 
Hugh; Bowers, John Z.; Boyd, Hugh N.; Boyd, 
William M, 2nd; Bradshaw, Thornton FP 
Braxton, Carter M.; Breck, Henry O; Bren~ 
nan, Donald G.; 

Brisco, Milo M.; Brittenham, Raymond L5 
Bronk, Detley W.; Brooks, John W.; Brown, 
Courtney C.; Brown, Irving; Brown, Walter 
L.; Brownell, George A.; Brzezinski, Zbigniew; 
Bullock, Hugh; 


Bundy, McGeorge: Burden, William A: My 
Burgess, r Lb; Burkhardt, Frederick, 
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Burnett, John Gs Burns, 
Bush, Donald F.; 
ner, Rolland H.; % .; Butler, 
William P5 Buttenwieser, Benjamin J. 
i o 
‘ 

Cabell, Richard A.; Cahill, Jane P.; Calder, 
Alexander, Jr.; Calhoun, Alexander D.; Camp, 
Hugh D.; Campbell, John C.; Campbell, John 
Franklin; Campbell, Nicholas J., Jr.; Canfield, 
Cass; Canfield, Franklin O.; 

Carey, Andrew Gi; Carroll, Mitchell B.; 
Carter, George B.; Carter, William D.; Cary, 
William Lg Case, John C.; Cates, John M., 
Jr.; Chace, James O,; Chase, W. Howard; 
Chittenden, George H= * 

Christopher, Robert ©.; Chubb, Hendon, 
2nd; Chubb, Percy, 2nd; Church, Edgar M.; 

.; Cleveland, Harold van 

Hy ; Cohen, Jerome B.; Cohen, 


Owen; 


Patrick 
E. ; Bush- 


Coles, James 8.; Collado, Emilio G.; Colwell, 
Kent G. Ser ae Conant, Melvin 
A.; Conner, 5 dine, Rev. John 
J., M. M.; Cook, Howard A.; Coolidge, Nicholas 
J.; Coombs, Charles A.; Cordier, Andrew W.; 

Costango, G. &.; Cotter, William R.; Cough- 
ran, Tom B.; = 3 Cowan, Louls 
G.; Cowles, > Crassweller, Robert D.; 
Creel, Dana 8.; Cummings, Robert L.; Curtis, 
Gerald L.; Cusick, Peter. 

: D> 

Darlington, Charlea F.; Darrell, Norris; 

abn =! Ralph E.; Davis, Jotm A.; Davison, 


. Phillips; Deana Apaur EL; Debevoise, Eli 
Whittney, DeCubas, ; De Lima, Oscar A.; 
ming, Ls 


De: ; De Rosso, Alphonse; 

) Vries, H P.; Die- 

bolé, John William, Jr.; Dillon, 
Clarente; Dilworth, J. Rich- 


ardson;. eveland E,; Dolin, Arnold; 

eee eet .;, Donnell, Ellsworth; 
Donovan, } e r, Goldthwaite H.; Dor- 
win, . Lewis W.; Douglas, 


Paul W,, nsky, David; Duffy, James H.; 
Durkee, W P. 8 > ; 
i Ee z " 

Eagle, Vernon A; Eaton, Frederick M.; 
Edelman, Albert J.;" Edelstein, Julius O. C.; 
Edwards, Eichelberger, Clark M; 
Elliott,In Wp -* 7. 

Elliott, ; Elson, Robert T.; Emmet, 
Christopher; M.; Ewing, Sher- 


Engel, Irving 
man; Ewing. pegs: Exter, John. 
vite e 


Feer, Mark C,; Field, William Osgood, Jr.; 
Finisy, e W.; Bx 
James; Finney, Pa 


” Eowdor Henne H.; 

Fox, Joseph 0.3, Fox, William T. R.; Fr el, 

in, George 8., Jr.; Frasche, 

Dean F.; Predericks, J, Wayne; Frelinghuy- 
sen, Peter. B.; 

French, John; Freudenthal, David M.; 
ppaun dy Gerald; Friele, Berent; Friendly, 
Henry J; Pryo, W: R.; Poerbringer, Otto; 
Puller, C. Dale; Puakhouser, BE. N,, Jr. 

ke» | y 


Gege, Harlow ai, Gallatin, James P. 


Gerieen, ‘Harold §&.; Gideonse, Harry D.; 
Gillespie, S,.Hagard; Gilpatric, Roswell Ly 


Robert D. Granville, pet F.; Grazier, 


Joseph A.; Greenfield, James L.; Griffith, 
Thomas, . 

Grimm, Peter; Gross, Ernest A.; Groover, 

Allen; Gruson, Sy"iney; Gurfein, Murray L 

is ,& = 
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Why Vote for 


JOHN SCHMITZ 


For President? 
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Because America is more important than politics 


John Schmitz for President campaign flyer detailing Schmitz’s background 
and his position on various issues. 


Because John Schmitz 
is a statesman, not 
a politician 


Congressman John Schmitz is a man who keeps his word. 

In eight years of holding elective office he has never 
broken a promise to the people who elected him. 

John Schmitz promised never to vote for a tax increase 
except in case of a declared war. He has kept that promise. 
Congressman Schmitz’ commitment to the family is well 
known. 

He has kept the government out of the nursery and bed- 
room by leading the fight against the Child Development 
Act and by authoring the present California law which pre- 
vents public schools from forcing sex education on children 
against the will of their parents. 

John Schmitz doesn’t just talk about busing. He has in- 
troduced Constitutionally sanctioned legislation in Congress 
to limit the power of the Federal Courts to order busing 
for racial purposes. 

As a military man John Schmitz knows that for the 
United States to be strong enough to deter aggression we 
must have military and moral superiority over our enemies, 

John Schmitz has been a leader in exposing the fact that 
Red China is the world’s number one exporter of heroin 
and that so-called “trade” with Red China will be financed 
by heroin sales. The only shot in the arm to our economy 
from Red-China trade will be a shot of heroin in the arms 
of our youth. 

John Schmitz is the man who kept the promises Richard 
Nixon made in 1968. He refused to compromise principles 
and morality even though he knew that by not doing so, he 
would suffer the wrath of the White House and thereby 
sacrifice his Congressional seat. 

The record shows that both George McGovern and 
Richard Nixon switch positions whenever it is politically 
expedient. America does not need another crawfishing 
politician. It needs a man who puts America first. 


* * * * * 


Congressman Schmitz is extremely concerned about the 
Nixon Administration’s program for exporting American 
technology to the Communist bloc. While heralded as the 
forerunner of a generation of peace, the same policies pur- 
sued with Japan gave the Japanese the capability of attack- 
ing us. The Communist leaders are not telling their people 
that the Cold War is over. They are telling their people that 
the triumph of world Communism is near, Besides the ob- 
vious folly of strengthening the Soviet military-industrial 
complex, Congressman Schmitz is opposed to exporting 
American know-how to the Communists because it also 
means exporting American jobs overseas. 


Youthful, vigorous, dynamic Congressman John Schmitz 
is hailed by knowledgeable Americanists across the country 
as a man with a bright future. At age 41, he has dedicated 
his life to building a genuine opposition political party i 
the United States. Congressman Schmitz is uniquely qual 
fied for this gargantuan, but necessary, task by virtue of 
education, experience and leadership ability. 

A native of Milwaukee, Schmitz entered the Marine Corps 
after graduating from Marquette University. Schmitz has 
been a Marine for 20 years, including 8 years active duty as 
a fighter and helicopter pilot. While stationed at El Toro Ma- 
rine Air Base, he was assigned to teaching fellow Marines 
the philosophy, techniques and goals of Communism. Con- 
gressman Schmitz has continued to serve his country as a 
Lt. Colonel in the Marine Corps Reserve. 

After leaving active duty, Schmitz earned his Master’s 
Degree in Political Science at California State University in 
Long Beach and became an instructor of political science, 
history and philosophy at Santa Ana College in Southern 
California. In 1964 he entered the California Senate after 
an upset victory over a popular moderate Republican. While 
serving in the state’s upper House he carved out a reputa- 
tion as an incisive debator and forceful legislator while 
gaining the respect of his colleagues, friend and foe, for his 
cutting wit. 

After serving six years in the California Senate, he was 
elected to the United States Congress in a special election. 
In 1970 he was re-elected by the largest margin of any Con- 
gressman in America during that year. 


During his short tenure in Congress, Schmitz has @ 


the recipient of numerous awards for his outstanding acs 
complishments as a Representative. 


NATIONAL AWARDS 


National Economic Council, Inc. — named “Number One 
Congressman in the United States” by poll of 100,000 
members, 1972. 


National Sons of the American Revolution — National Leg- 
islator’s Award, 1971, for “out-standing dedication to 
the preservation of our American principles...” 


Americans for Constitutional Action — Distinguished Ser- 
vice Award, 1970, 


National Associated Businessmen — Bulldog of the Year 
Award, 1970, for his efforts as a “Watchdog of the 
Treasury.” 


We the People — “Statesman of the Year” Award, 1970. 


Pro America — So. California chapter — “Champion of the 
People” Certificate of Appreciation, 1970. 


Fed. of American Citizens of German Descent in the U.S.A. 
Incorporated — 1972 Outstanding Citizen Award for Integ- 
rity and Honor. 


Congress of Freedom — Man of the Year Award, 1972 
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The PLATFORM of Those 


Denil 


Domestic Policy: 
Foreign Policy: 


the American Party 


Tennessee editor publisher Thomas Jefferson Anderson 
has been called America’s modern Will Rogers by movie-tv 
celebrity Walter Brennan. Famed for his biting humor and 
stories with a moral twist, the 61 year old Anderson has 
won acclaim as a dynamic speaker and for his weekly com- 
mentary which is published in over 85 newspapers. A suc- 
cessful businessman and rancher, Mr. Anderson has been 
the publisher of 14 farm and ranch magazines in the South, 
with a combined circulation of 750,000. Currently he is the 
owner and manager of American Way Features, a nation- 
wide newspaper syndicate appearing in 85 newspapers spe- 
cializing in Christian, pro-American, pro-free enterprise 
columnists. 

Tom Anderson graduated from Vanderbilt University 
and served in the United States Navy during World War II, 
rising to the rank of Lt. Commander. After the war Tom 
Anderson began writing his famous column “Straight Talk.” 
“Straight Talk”’ has made Tom Anderson one of the most 
quoted men in America. Dean Clarence Manion, former 
Dean of the Notre Dame Law School, has observed, “‘No 
writer in America can take the padding out of a stuffed po- 
litical shirt any faster or more effectively than Tom 
Anderson. 

As a dedicated fundamentalist Christian and fervent pa- 
triot, he has dedicated his life to espousing these principles. 
During the 1968 George Wallace Presidential campaign, 
Tom Anderson Stood Up For America all over the country 
as a spokesman for the fighting Governor of Alabama. 

Mr. Anderson has received the “Liberty Award” of the 
Congress of Freedom twice — once each for his editorials 
and speeches. He has received the “Freedom Award” of 
Freedom’s Foundation at Valley Forge “for outstanding 
achievement in bringing about a better understanding of the 
American Way of Life.” 


go to war unless you intend to win. 
Page of the campaign flyer dedicated to AIP’s 1972 Vice-Presidential candidate, 


And, Because ..... 
Both major parties have 
become rubber stamps 
in the drive for Big 


Brother government 


Let’s stop kidding ourselves. Since 1932 America has 
been moving steadily toward total government — a Big 
Brother dictatorship. Although some Administrations have 
moved towards Big Brother more rapidly than others, both 
Republicans and Democrats have been taking us in the same 
direction. Common sense tells the American people that if 
you start in the direction of an all powerful Super-State and 
consistently keep moving in that same direction, it is inevit- 
able that some day you will arrive there. 

Both Mr. Nixon and Mr. McGovern promise more taxes, 
more government spending, more federal social experiment- 
ing with your children, more government controls, more 
bureaucracy, more exporting of jobs through foreign aid, 
more, more, more...McGovern uses frightening language and 
promises to move faster towards total government than 
Nixon, but the McGovern campaign is a shambles and the 
Gallup Poll shows that Richard Nixon holds a 67 to 29 per 
cent lead over the South Dakota Senator. 

In 1968, Richard Nixon ran on George Wallace’s plat- 
form to lessen the power of the federal government and 
then legislated Hubert Humphrey’s platform of increasing 
Big Daddy government. Today, there is even less than a 
dime’s worth of difference between the two major parties. 
In 1972, Richard Nixon stands to the left of Humphrey’s 
1968 position, but he appears relatively conservative com- 
pared to George McGovern, who has staked out a position 
so far left that he may fall off the political spectrum. 

In order to keep Richard Nixon from using an over- 
whelming victory at the polls as a mandate to once again 
abandon his campaign promises and actually institute the 
programs McGovern can only threaten, it is absolutely 
necessary for American voters to send him a message. That 
message can only take the form of a vote for Schmitz- 
Anderson. 


who work should live better than those who won't. 


} 


Thomas Anderson 


(upper left) An indefatigable worker, John Schmitz has had 
the best attendance record of all California Congressmen, 
voting on 97 per cent of all legislation before the House of 
Representatives. (upper right) Congressman Schmitz has 
spent most of his weekends flying to the four corners of the 
country carrying the Americanist message to eager audi- 
ences. (lower left) Congressman Schmitz is married to the 
beautiful former Mary E, Suehr and they have seven chil- 
dren, John Jr., Joseph, Jerome, Mary Kay, Theresa Ann, 
Elizabeth Louise and Philip. (lower right) Still a Lieuten- 
ant-Colonel in the Marine Corps Reserve, John Schmitz 
served as a jet and helicopter pilot on active duty for eight 
years. 
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Authorized by Schmitz-Anderson Campaign Committee, Sue B. Snow, Fiscal Secretary oe 


John Birch Society Involvement in the American Independent Party 


One would expect heavy John Birch Society involvement, if not control, in the American 
Independent Party if said party’s presidential candidate was a JBS member. Let’s see if this is true. 


First of all, Schmitz is a JBS member. His statements on the Robert K. Dornan TV show 
acknowledge this (see my observation of Schmitz when he appeared on the October 16, 1972 
Robert K. Dornan show). Additional verification that he’s a JBS member is evidenced by the fact 
that he wrote the Introduction to Gary Allen’s book, None Dare Call It Conspiracy, an anti-CFR 
book much like Nixon’s Palace Guard. In the former Allen states (page 136) that the organization 
“doing the best job of exposing the conspiracy is The John Birch Society,” and recommends that 
the reader “contact The John Birch Society for further back-up information.” Then, too, there’s all 
that La Habra, California Schmitz campaign headquarters circumstantial evidence (see my “At the 
Schmitz for President Headquarters” observations). I must also mention the November 3, 1972 
Los Angeles Times article, “American Party Could Be Called Birch Ticket,” wherein it is stated by 
reporter Paul Houston: “Both Schmitz, the lame-duck congressman from Tustin, California, and 
his vice presidential running mate, Tom J. Anderson of Pigeon Forge, Tennessee, serve on the 
Birch Society’s governing council.” And last, but not least, is the September, 1972 John Birch 
Society Bulletin which contains the following story: 

“A few months ago President Nixon used the prestige and power of his office—and 
apparently even adjusted the timing of a most important move in his current foreign policy—to 
bring about the defeat of an incumbent Republican, John Schmitz, in the California primary 
election. For Schmitz had become the most prominent Bircher on the political landscape. There is 
nothing that Nixon and his fellow Insiders fear and dislike more. And Schmitz had had the gall to 
stand by the positions and promises on which Richard Nixon had been elected. So, Schmitz simply 
had to be liquidated, and was the first victim of the forthcoming Nixon purge of all Conservative 
Republicans.” 


So clearly, Schmitz belongs to the JBS. And the same is true of Tom Anderson. This would 
give one cause to wonder, especially in light of the JBS staffing and paraphernalia evident at the 
La Habra Schmitz campaign headquarters (see, once again, my “At the Schmitz for President 
Headquarters” observations). Heavy JBS influence in the American Independent Party is indicated 
by this, but out-and-out control of the AIP is suggested by what Paul Houston reports in the 
aforementioned November 3" article which appeared in the LA Times. He states: “Although a 
number of 1968 Wallace electors and contributors were members of the Birch Society, there was 
not the pervasive Birch influence that is evident in the party this year.” Indeed, my experience in 
this Schmitz project has amounted to a confirmation of Houston’s report—the southern drawl was 
not around this time like it was in 1968 with Wallace; anti-CFR rhetoric was, though. 


Houston next expands on his above point, informing us as follows: “Dan Smoot, national 
Schmitz campaign chairman, is employed as a writer for two Birch publications, American 
Opinion and The Review of the News. Larry Abraham and James Toevs, Western and Eastern 
regional campaign directors, and Desmond Birch, Schmitz’s press secretary, are Birch Society 
members. Alexander Hudgins, campaign vice chairman, and actor Walter Brennan, campaign 
treasurer, have been active in conservative movements. Hudgins said he was not a Birch member; 
however, Group Research’s director, Wesley McCune, said it had not been determined whether 


Brennan belonged to the society, whose membership is secret. Brennan could not be reached for 
comment. According to financial reports filed with the government as late as October 24, the top 
three donors to the Schmitz-Anderson campaign are Birch officials or members.” 


Getting back to the hypothesis (“If the John Birch Society has taken over the American 
Independent Party . . .”), it would seem that George Wallace’s party is no longer his. And indeed, 
a December 2, 1972 Los Angeles Times article says as much. Worth noting from this article is the 
following: “Tom Anderson, the party’s vice-presidential candidate this year and the man elected 
Saturday as its national chairman, said Wallace ‘has burned his bridges as far as we’re concerned.’” 
T. Coleman Andrews Jr. of Richmond, Virginia, the party’s national chairman since 1969, was 
more emphatic, saying, “The party is no longer a tool of George Wallace. Wallace has gone his 
way and the party has gone its way.’” 


To the layman proof of total JBS control of the AIP would seem to be absolute. But... 
strange to say, the JBS itself would disclaim this. Here is what they had to say in the September, 
1972 John Birch Society Bulletin: “Of the approximately two thousand people attending the [AIP] 
convention in Louisville, about 35% to 40% were Birchers; about 35% to 40% were non-Birchers, 
but also very able, honorable, and highly respected people; and the remaining 20%, more or less, 
were of the kind whose enthusiasm sometimes exceeded both their manners and their sense. But 
the fact that forty percent of the leadership at Louisville was composed of Birchers has little 
bearing on the percentage of Birchers in the Party as a whole. Of the ten million people who voted 
for Wallace in 1968, not one percent were Birchers. Because we still had less than a hundred 
thousand members, and a considerable number of them still voted for Nixon. And the situation is 
not much different today.” 


The JBS next goes to great lengths in its September, 1972 JBS Bulletin article to distance 
itself from the AIP, stating: “Does the present state of affairs put The John Birch Society itself into 
politics? And the answer is, not at all. We still are, and shall remain, strictly an educational body, 
despite all pressures and temptations to the contrary. We make no formal endorsement of any 
candidate of any party for any office. Not even when such candidates are members of the Society. 
The John Birch Society makes no contributions, directly or indirectly, to any political candidate. 
The members of our paid field staff are not allowed to take any part in political activities. Perhaps 
most important of all these restrictions, nobody—whether a political candidate or not—can beg, 
borrow, buy, or steal our membership list, or any part thereof, for money-raising letters or any 
other purpose. As soon as the Hon. John Schmitz had been nominated for President, we canceled 
out a whole series of speeches by him, to be sponsored by local chapters of the Society, which had 
been set up long in advance.” 


Well, as a scientist, I would say that the independent variable of the hypothesis is not 
proven. I assert this based on 1) insufficient data and 2) conflicting data. Regarding insufficient 
data, I particularly would like to have unbiased statistics as to JBS influence at the AIP national 
convention, and also the percentage of JBS campaign workers for Schmitz in *72 vs. Wallace in 
68. Regarding conflicting data, one side proclaims “pervasive Birch influence” within the AIP, 
while the other side tells us that the heavy JBS involvement is a result of individual decisions and 
should not be interpreted as meaning that the JBS sanctions Schmitz’s candidacy or wishes to take 
over the AIP. 


It’s time for the “science” to get back into the term “political science.” Therefore, I shall 
not compromise myself. I will state that I think we can make an accurate determination of the 
veracity of the independent variable after the 1976 election. If the JBS hangs on in the AIP through 
1976 to the extent that it’s doing now, then I’Il accept that the independent variable is correct. But, 
now is not 1976, so as a scientist I cannot yet provide a final judgment regarding the above 
variable’s validity. Regarding the dependent variable (“. . . then said party [i.e., the AIP] will 
become an ineffective, although perhaps persistent, third political party’’), I have little doubt that 
it could be proven if the JBS continues with its relationship with the AIP. A taste of JBS discipline 
has already been seen, and a thorough examination of The Blue Book of the John Birch Society, 
the JBS’s Bible, would go nearly all the way towards proving the dependent variable. 


This week's interview is with Rep. 
John G. Schmitz (Ind.-Calif.), who is 
the American party candidate for Presi- 
dent of the United States. 


Q. “Let’s talk a little bit about the 
American party that began, of course, as 
pretty much a personal organization of 
Governor Wallace. Governor Wallace 
not being physically, or apparently, not 
being inclined at all to run as the third- 
party candidate this year, there has been 
a considerable shift now, I think, in the 
politics of the American party. Do you 
think that this will be a permanent fea- 
ture? Will it cease now to become the per- 
sonal vehicle of Governor Wallace and be- 
come a more viable political machine?” 


A. “Yes, we have had to, if I might 
borrow a phrase, change the game plan. 
And it’s true that there were those who 
considered the American party, back in 
1968, a Governor Wallace presidential 
campaign organization. There were 
others, even back in 1968, who wanted 
this to become a permanent party. And if 
you remember back in 1968, there was a 
fight in the American party. It was in 
California, between those who wanted 
a permanent party and those who wanted 
it simply to be a one-shot deal for Gover- 
nor George Wallace. 


“Well, the party is now solidly in the 
hands of those who feel that this is a 
permanent party and if Governor Wal- 
lace wants to run in 1976 on the Ameri- 
can party ticket, if I am not the incum- 
bent president, I will be glad to step aside 
to the vice presidency and run as a ticket 
with him. But only for the founder would 
we do that. 

“If he wants to play in the Democrat 
party, one of those parties that he him- 
self said isn’t a dime’s worth of difference 
from the other party, we are going to run 
our own candidates and we are going to 
stay in here and we are going to continue 
to build the American party because we 
do believe there is not a dime’s worth of 
difference. You could get eight or nine 
cents change in it this year.” 
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Q. “That was a rather curious incident 
earlier this year when Governor Wallace 


‘decided to run as a Democrat. I under- 


stand that of late, Gov. Wallace still has 
not lent his rather substantial mailing lists 
to the American party for your efforts. Is 
that true?” 


A. “Well, I don’t know how extensive 
his mailing lists are, but neither has he 
lent us his deficit, so we are not too un- 
happy about the arrangement that we 
started from scratch. But we have our 
own mailing lists. I have, myself, one of 
the best conservative mailing lists in the 
country just from my own weekly news- 
letter. We have, of course, Dan Smoot 
as our national chairman. Dan Smoot 
has an excellent mailing list. We have 
Walter Brennan as our finance chair- 
man. And we have some excellent mail- 
ing lists. 

““We have Gary Allen and Larry Abra- 
ham working on our campaign in official 
capacities, one co-chairman in Cali- 
fornia, one Western director, and they 


have an excellent mailing list from the 
publication of their book, None Dare 
Call It Conspiracy. So we have mailing 
lists that we think are exactly suited to 
our candidacy and as a matter of fact, I 
think they are better than the Wallace 
mailing lists.” 


eC 


Schmitz addresses two key questions regarding the AIP with Human Events 


John Schmitz Personality Traits 


Hypothesis #2 (“If Schmitz were George Wallace, rather than a disgruntled Republican 
congressman . . .) was offered primarily in order to provide me an excuse to try to minutely detail 
Schmitz’s personality. Now, one runs into problems when it comes to obtaining scientific 
information regarding a presidential candidate’s personality make-up. The candidates all clam up 
(Senator Tom Eagleton, who had kept secret that he had been hospitalized three times for 
depression, only for this secret to become known shortly after he had been selected to be 
Democratic Party’s Vice-Presidential candidate in 1972, is a good example of this). This is most 
unfortunate in that in this day and age the U.S. President wields so much power (for example, 
power to order atomic bombs be used against an adversary). Hence, it is in the public’s interest to 
not elect a lunatic. Therefore, one proposal which has been kicked around political science circles 
for years is to have all presidential candidates take psychological tests (much like those taken by 
the astronauts). Mixed-up personalities, as revealed by such tests, would be disallowed to run. 


Well, I didn’t get off the ground with Schmitz’s aides on this psychological test proposal 
(see Bob Geier’s letter of 10/18/72); so, I couldn’t determine Schmitz’s personality through this 
method. Before turning to the next personality determination method, what biographical data is 
there on him? Such data may provide some helpful insights into the man’s personality and 
therefore is worth taking a look at. Schmitz’s campaign literature describes him as follows: 

“A native of Milwaukee, Schmitz entered the Marine Corps after graduating from 
Marquette University. Schmitz has been a Marine for 20 years, including 8 years active duty as a 
fighter and helicopter pilot. While stationed at El Toro Marine Air Base, he was assigned to 
teaching fellow Marines the philosophy, techniques and goals of Communism. Congressman 
Schmitz has continued to serve his country as a Lt. Col. in the Marine Corps Reserve. After leaving 
active duty, Schmitz earned his Master’s degree in Political Science at California State University 
at Long Beach and became an instructor of political science, history and philosophy at Santa Ana 
College in Southern California. In 1964 he entered the California Senate after an upset over a 
popular moderate Republican. While serving in the state’s upper House he carved out a reputation 
as an incisive debater and forceful legislator while gaining the respect of his colleagues, friend and 
foe, for his cutting wit. After serving six years in the California Senate, he was elected to the United 
States Congress in a special election. In 1970 he was re-elected by the largest margin of any 
Congressman in America during that year. During his short tenure in Congress, Schmitz has been 
the recipient of numerous awards for his outstanding accomplishments as a Representative.” 


Schmitz is Catholic, married, and has 7 children. That’s the basic biographical data on him. 
Now, due to my inability to learn anything about Schmitz’s personality via the psychological test 
approach, I realized that the only way to obtain a meaningful picture of Schmitz’s personality was 
through graphoanalysis. Graphoanalysis is a scientific system of evaluating personality through 
the analysis of handwriting. This system is used by businesses and is gaining in acceptance among 
psychologists. The expert analysts in the field are the International Graphoanalysis Society (IGAS) 
people in Chicago. Personality traits are revealed through such things as letter size, heaviness, 
shape, slope, etc. For example, according to the handwriting interpreting theory used by 
graphoanalysts, a warm person who readily expresses his emotions will write his words with a 
forward slant; by contrast, a person who hardly reveals his emotions and appears very objective- 
like will write his words in a vertical (straight up and down) manner. Another example is the fact 


Letter from Schmitz’s Capitol office Administrative Assistant, Bob Geier, who discusses 
why he believes giving psychological tests to presidential candidates is not a good idea 


that people possessing a great ability to concentrate (usually possessed by quite intelligent people) 
will write small, and not-so-intelligent people will generally write large. Indeed, if you look at the 
handwriting of geniuses such as Edgar Allan Poe and Felix Mendelssohn, you will observe 
handwriting of almost microscopic dimensions. In short, my thorough experience with 
graphoanalysis has led me to conclude that it is a valid way to obtain a good understanding of a 
person’s personality. 


Since politicians are almost always happy to give you their autograph, it was my task to 
obtains Schmitz’s autograph. First, I obtained one from his Washington, D.C. office, which 
appears on a photo of the Congressman. Secondly and even better, I got a Schmitz handwriting 
sample—his autograph—from Schmitz himself at the Disneyland Hotel during a press conference 
of his that I attended. (See my “At the Schmitz Press Conference” report.) The two signatures are 
nearly the same, with the second signature unquestionably being a valid one, as I handed Schmitz 
the piece of paper for him to autograph which, after signing his name on it, he handed right back 
to me. As you see below, I also obtained the autograph of Schmitz’s national campaign chairman, 
Dan Smoot, and his wife, Mary Schmitz. Before his signature Schmitz wrote to me “Keep 
fighting,” and after his signature he wrote “MC,” which stands for “Member of Congress.” 


From top to bottom, autographs of Dan Smoot 
(Schmitz’s national campaign chairman), 
John Schmitz, and Mary Schmitz (John’s wife) 


Although I could provide a rough sketch of Schmitz’s personality from what I knew about 
handwriting interpretation theory, I wanted, in order to be as scientific as possible, the experts at 
IGAS to tackle the job. I therefore sent to the IGAS analysts the Schmitz handwriting sample and, 
as you'll see, it partially paid off. When you read the below key section of the November 1, 1972 
letter I received from Mr. Phil Vivian, Director of Member Relations at IGAS, you will see that 
this expert graphoanalyst at IGAS, after examining Schmitz’s handwriting, was able to describe 
Schmitz as being “a man of action and extremely responsive to everything about him.” In addition, 
Vivian states that Schmitz’s handwriting reveals him to be a person who “has great depth of 
understanding in abstract areas,” which is not a surprising finding given Schmitz’s background as 
a philosophy professor at Santa Ana College. You will also see in reading Vivian’s letter that a 
complete analysis of Schmitz’s handwriting was not something that could be done without 
Schmitz’s approval, as IGAS does not perform third party analyses. So, we are fortunate to receive 
even the few insights about Schmitz’s personality that Vivian provided. 


Returning to the independent variable (“If Schmitz were George Wallace. . .”), Schmitz 
obviously is not George Wallace, nor does he seem to possess a personality similar to the one that 
Wallace has. Hence, the independent variable cannot be verified. But, let’s play make-believe and 
see what might have occurred if Wallace had been running as AIP’s 1972 Presidential candidate. 


INTERNATIONAL GRAPHOANALYSIS SOCIETY 


V. Peter Ferrara, President Harold L. Wise, Ph.D., Educational Director 


325 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 « (312) 922-0856 


November 1, 1972 


Mr. Robert K. Stevenson 
525 Princeton Circle West 
Fullerton, Ca. 92631 


Dear Mr. Stevenson: 


Considering the very splendid traits indicated in your own handwriting my 
thought was directed more to what I thought you should do in the way of 
training yourself than having the writing of another person analyzed. We 
do not perform third party analyses anyway, for reasons of professional- 
ism, that is, unless the third party gives written permission. If John 
Schmitz wishes this to be done he should make us aware of his permission. 
Of course, being in the public eye as he is, it is generally conceded that 
the personal protection may be somewhat waived. 


I will say this, that I am somewhat surprised at what I see if he is the 
same gentleman I saw on TV last night. Of course, as we all know, one 
cannot judge from appearances and he seemed much more factual than the 
writing would indicate. He is a man of action and extremely responsive 
to everything about him. Has great depth of understanding in abstract 
areas. His wife is a good partner as she keeps her feet on the ground 
although is very responsive likewise. 


Key section of letter from Phil Vivian, IGAS Director of Member Services 


No doubt if Wallace had run in place of Schmitz, the dependent variable—.e., “then the 
1972 AIP Presidential candidate would have received significantly more votes”—would have been 
proven. We see, for example, as reported on Nov. 2, 1972 by the Los Angeles Times, Senator James 
Buckley pointing out that the “American Independent Party is closely associated with George 
Wallace and, without him, it has no impact.” He added that he saw “no signs of interest” in the 
Schmitz candidacy, and felt that all the conservative vote “is almost wholly for Nixon.” A far cry 
from 1968 when Wallace was in the picture. 


Senator Buckley wasn’t the only one remarking about the lack of interest in the Schmitz 
campaign. Bob Greene, reporter for the Los Angeles Times, addressed himself completely to 
examining Hypothesis #2. We see Greene’s fairly detailed analysis in an October 22, 1972 Los 
Angeles Times article. Among other things, Greene makes this important point: “When you travel 
around the country, you see how wide open this campaign would have been for Wallace. It was 
his personal style, his personification of working-class anger at everything that has gone 
wrong, that brought him his extraordinary popularity. All this talk about his specific political 
point of view gaining momentum in the nation apparently wasn’t true, because the 
ultraconservatives have not been rushing to Schmitz.” 


Greene next provides the following picture of Wallace’s colorful personal style which 
engaged and fired up so many people: “If you ever saw Wallace prowling the stage like some 
hillbilly rock and roll star, teasing the audience and pulling them into furious excitement, the sight 
of Schmitz is even more pathetic. Wallace could make that silly line about ‘Washington 
bureaucrats who can’t park their bicycles straight, carrying peanut butter sandwiches in their 
briefcases’ sound like a thrilling, ironic, hilarious indictment of the government.” In contrast to 
Wallace’s crowd appeal, Greene reports the flat reaction voters had to Schmitz—exemplified in 
the following weak attempt at humor he made during one of his campaign speeches: ““You know,’ 
John Schmitz said, ‘four years ago, George Wallace said there wasn’t a dime’s worth of difference 
between the major party candidates. You could get your dime back this year.” A moment’s 
hesitation, and then the 100 people laughed nervously. Wallace could have done mayhem with that 
line. He could have chewed it up and spat it out and brought union halls full of people to their 
feet.” Describing Schmitz as someone who “looks more like a failed snake oil salesman than a 
demagog,” Greene adds that Schmitz, while “a right-winger, doesn’t threaten anyone” and 
“doesn’t even have hecklers to play off of.” 


What do the observations and insights provided by Senator Buckley and Bob Greene tell 
us? They add up to this fact: Schmitz did so poorly as AIP’s 1972 Presidential candidate because 
he was not Wallace nor Wallace personified. Millions of voters like and are enthused by Wallace 
because they see themselves, their worries and beliefs mirrored in his being. Schmitz, by not being 
Wallace, simply was unable to generate such a response from the electorate. 
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Bob Greene’s article about why the 1972 Presidential campaign would have been 
much different if Wallace had run as AIP’s candidate instead of Schmitz 


CONCLUSIONS 


HYPOTHESIS #1 — 


The Independent variable was not proven. The John Birch Society denies any intention 
regarding taking over the American Independent Party (AIP). Now, if the hypothesis stated “If 
John Birch Society members have taken over the American Independent Party. . .” rather than “If 
the John Birch Society has taken over the American Independent Party . . .”, then the independent 
variable might be true. However, even with this restatement, and in keeping with the attention-to- 
detail aspect of my personality, I would have said that we should still wait till after the 1976 
election before we would be in a position to definitely conclude whether or not JBS members had, 
in fact, taken over the AIP. 


The Dependent variable was not thoroughly investigated because the Independent variable 
was not proven. However, preliminary indications show it to be true—with these indications being 
based on such sources as Schmitz’s vote total (significantly lower than Wallace’s 1968 vote total), 
The Bluebook of the John Birch Society, and the remarks and observations of the Schmitz campaign 
by Senator Buckley and Bob Greene. 


HYPOTHESIS #2 — 


The Independent variable was not proven nor, in fact, was even provable, due to its make- 
believe nature. 


The Dependent variable, though, was shown to be correct after playing make-believe with 
the Independent variable. 


Now, there no doubt are many who would label my study a failure as not much was proven 
by it. Ah, but to the scientist, a tested hypothesis which is not proven does not constitute a failure, 
for what such a study accomplishes is that it results in one less road, so to speak, that needs to be 
gone down. What truly would constitute a failure on the scientist’s part would be to not test at all 
what appears to be a promising hypothesis. 


My observations of and experiences with the John Schmitz 1972 Presidential campaign 
now follow. 


AT THE JOHN SCHMITZ FOR PRESIDENT CAMPAIGN 
HEADQUARTERS IN LA HABRA, CALIFORNIA: 
OCTOBER 10, 1972 


(Note: These reports of my experiences are perhaps too detailed. My intent is to provide as 
much sense-perception as possible, and leave it up to you, the reader, to decide what is important 
and what is not important. Therefore, in the process my fact-presentation may come across at times 
as being somewhat disjointed. Be assured, though, that I have tried to the best of my ability to 
make as understandable and enjoyable as possible for you the reading of the following 
observations and experiences of mine.) 


I thought it would be instructive to visit a Schmitz campaign headquarters in order to 
get a feel of the Schmitz campaign from that perspective. The problem was to find a Schmitz 
headquarters. My first step was calling Schmitz’s local congressional office in Irvine, California. 
I learned from them that, besides there being a Schmitz campaign headquarters in Tustin, 
California which served as the main Schmitz campaign headquarters for 23 Western states, there 
was also a Schmitz campaign office/headquarters on 801 E. La Habra Blvd. in La Habra, 
California, a location just 5 miles away from where I lived. So, I proceeded to La Habra Blvd. and 
found a good-sized headquarters for Schmitz. . . closed! Its Grand Opening was to occur in a couple 
of days on a Friday evening. Alas, I could not join the Friday Grand Opening festivities due to a 
prior commitment I had to another college class of mine. 


Nevertheless, I returned to the La Habra Schmitz campaign headquarters the following 
week on October 10, 1972 at approximately 1 PM. My arrival made it a “crowd” for there were 
only two other people inside. Both were Schmitz for President volunteers—Judy and Francis, 
middle-aged ladies. Judy and Francis were 1,000% Schmitz people, and when they heard me talk 
their language (i.e., my mentioning the Council on Foreign Relations, etc.) they totally accepted 
me—meaning, that I could take any of the vast array of literature that was displayed. Of course, I 
donated $1 for their generosity. 


Judy and Francis provided me with information regarding the upcoming October 14% 
Schmitz ball held at the Disneyland Hotel. But, as you’ll see, they provided me with much more. 
I decided to test my assumption that the John Birch Society was heavily backing Schmitz, and 
asked Judy and Francis about the JBS. Sure enough, both turned out to be JBS members. One 
memorable proof of this was their arguing between themselves over the best way to get to the 
home of Mr. and Mrs. C---n where JBS meetings were held every third Tuesday of the month. 
Furthermore, they tried to get me to help out Mr. and Mrs. C---n’s son who attended Fullerton 
College and who was reluctant to set up a JBS booth without additional help. Naturally, I told Judy 
and Francis that I was a busy college student and workingman, and therefore could not devote time 
to such a project, but since they trapped me and I needed all the Schmitz literature that they had I 
gave them my name and address anyway. Interestingly enough, days later I received a JBS 
pamphlet (“If There Were No United Nations”) through the mail from Mr. C---n. The postmark 
was October 13, 1972—only three days after my appearance at Schmitz’s La Habra campaign 
headquarters! 


Now, let’s look briefly at what type of material I picked up on this visit to the Schmitz 
headquarters. First, there was the Schmitz for President literature. This literature never mentioned 
the John Birch Society, but always talked about the American Independent Party. This material 
(“The Broken Promises of the Nixon Administration,” “John Schmitz and the American Party,” 
etc.) sometimes bore the following stamped-on imprint: 

American Independent Party 
801 E. La Habra Blvd. 

La Habra, Calif. 90631 
Telephone: 697 7649 


However, the John Birch Society material which laid side-by-side the AIP stuff cleverly 
did not bear such an imprint. The JBS literature should be noted, if not actually read, in order for 
one to fully appreciate the impact of its presence in an AIP campaign headquarters. Belmont, 
Massachusetts, incidentally, is the national headquarters of the JBS, and American Opinion is its 
monthly magazine. 


It is, of course, true that Schmitz’s La Habra headquarters constituted just one of his 
campaign headquarters. All of Schmitz’s other campaign headquarters would have to have been 
visited in order for one to come up with a definitive conclusion concerning the Schmitz-AIP-JBS 
relationship—an impossibility for me. This is why I pursued other approaches to try to determine 
whether or not such an interesting relationship existed. 


Edgar Allan Poe’s mastermind hero, Le Chevalier C. Auguste Dupin, 
would have figured out exactly what the John Birch Society’s 
relationship was with the American Independent Party. 


destroying the independence of our 

tion and making it a part of a 

e-world Communist empire. 

5. The promise. That he would 
decentralize the federal government, 
and restore more of its functions and 
powers to state and local governments. 
The result. Under Nixon as President 
Our federal bureaucracy has grown so 
large and so overlapping that nobody 
knows how many government bureaus 
and agencies there are, or what half of 
them are doing. And he has scattered 
billions on top of billions of dollars 
into the hands of Community Action 
Programs and Legal Services Programs 
and similar Communist-dominated ac- 
tivities. That money is being spent in 
countless different efforts to harass, 
undermine, and destroy local and re- 
gional governing entities, so that their 
functions and power can be absorbed 
by rapidly proliferating instrumental- 
ities of the central government. 

And Mr. Nixon, with his own pow- 
er, prestige, and audacity. steadily in- 
creasing, is now carrying out this 
purpose of tyrannical centralization 
more vigorously than ever. His ‘‘reve- 
“ sharing” monstrosity has been 

@..,23 to take tens of billions of 
dollars of tax money, which would 
normally go to the states; to have it go 
to Washington instead, to a completely 
bankrupt central government; and 
then to have that government gracious- 
ly pass back down to the states, which 
in general are far more solvent and 
better managed than is his “‘federal” 
government, whatever largesse he and 
his advisors decide to allot to those 
state and local governments which are 
most subservient to his purposes. 

Mr. Nixon has been and still is 
working steadily and diligently every 


minute — frequently by the Commu- 
nist technique of one step backward in 
order to take two steps forward — not 
only to increase the size and power of 
the central government, but to expand 
its reach further and further into the 
lives and actions of all individual citi- 
zens — or subjects — of that govern- 
ment. In other words he is moving, by 
every means at his command — and 
they are tremendous — to convert our 
once constitutional republic into a 
completely totalitarian regime. 

This list of Conservative promises, 
set off against their pro-Communist 
results, could be continued for dozens 
of pages. But we believe these samples 
should be sufficient. While for ade- 
quate documentation of the points 
made above, you do not need to look 
any further than the 1972 Scoreboard 
Issue of American Opinion. (And we 
printed plenty of extra copies for sale 
at one dollar each.) 


B. His purposes and prospects . . . 

What follows in the next few pages 
will consist to a considerable extent of 
deduction, conjecture, and projection. 
(Even though full documentation can 
be provided wherever facts are in- 
volved.) So weigh it with your own 
scales. We shall offer you our staccato 
analysis of what makes Richard Nixon 
run, where he is trying to go, and what 
his chances are of getting there. Our 
having to say such derogatory things 
about a President of the United States 
disturbs us even more than it will 
disturb you. But what is happening to 
our country swings the balance in 
favor of speaking out. 

1. His intelligence is of a very high 
order, So is his industriousness, and his 
will power. With this combination he 
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quickly grasps the inner core of any 
problem or any situation to which he 
turns his attention. He is very thor- 
ough in all that he does; and qualifies 
as a genius, according to one definition 
(of much disputed origin), through his 
infinite capacity for taking pains. 

2. Ambition is the preponderant 
trait of his character. \f and when it is 
necessary, he seems to be willing to 
sacrifice every principle, and every 
other personal consideration, to his 
driving lust for prestige and power. We 
stated in the Blue Book fourteen years 
ago that, in our opinion, Richard 
Nixon was devoted to absolutely noth- 
ing but the career of Richard Nixon. 
We hold that opinion even more firmly 
today. Senator Robert A. Taft once 
described him as “‘a little man in a big 
hurry.”” The hurry, we believe, was 
because, in Nixon’s mind, he had so 
far to go. 

3. His conscience is completely 
pragmatic. Which means that, in the 
traditional sense, he no longer has any 
conscience left at all. During his first 
four years as President, Nixon has 
been perfectly willing to see tens of 
thousands of American men, and hun- 
dreds of thousands of our South Viet- 
namese allies, killed by the Commu- 
nists, in a war which he had no 
slightest intention of winning, and 
which was actually being fought to 
serve the purposes of the Communists, 
both in Asia and here at home. For 
this merciless course also served the 
purposes of himself and of the top 
Insiders with whom he had now be- 
come so closely associated. 

There are countless other illustra- 
tions. He has ruthlessly betrayed 
millions of American Conservatives, 
whose loyal and self-sacrificing sup- 


—————ay 


port made his meteoric career possible, 
His most solemn oath of office 

uphold the Constitution of the Uni 

States has obviously meant no more to 
him than a hundred slightly less mo- 
mentous promises of which we gave 
several examples in Section A above. 
His utter and brazen disregard for the 
truth, under any circumstances, is lit- 
erally astounding. During eight years 
of sitting in Eisenhower’s cabinet as 
Vice-President, he became noted for 
never showing the slightest interest in 
whether any proposed action was right 
or wrong, but only in what would be 
its political effect. And it is not unfair 
for us to summarize these paragraphs 
by concluding that Richard Nixon is 
today an entirely amoral person, who 
decides whether any course is right or 
wrong solely on the basis of whether 
he thinks it will advance or retard his 
career. 

(With regard to many of the above 
points, see Richard Nixon — The Man 
Behind The Mask, and Nixon’s Palace 
Guard. Each book, published by West- — 
ern Islands, sells in the full-size paper- 
back at two dollars per copy.) 

4. He looks one way, and st 
another. In fact he is an otro 
cunning man, and artfulness could be 
called the very essence of his modus 
operandi. \t was not without reason 
that, within a few years after arriving 
in Washington, in a setting where 
craftiness was commonplace, Mr. Nix- 
on had excelled so at this art as to 
have acquired the uncomplimentary 
nickname of Tricky Dick. Because you 
never could tell what he was really 
planning to do by what he told you, oF 
by the motions he went through, 10 
advance. And often you could not tell 
what his real purposes were, instead 0 
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UNITED NATIONS - 


-DAY OF SHAME 


IS THE 
UNITED NATIONS... 


Our last best hope for peace? 
Or a real threat to the freedom 
and sovereignty of the United 
States? 

These two programs ex- 
amine the intent of the United 
Nation’s founders, the plans of 
those who control it today 
and the reasons why the 
anniversary of the UN's 
formation should be de- 
clared a “Day of Shame.” 


LOCATION: 


OCTOBER 244 


a public program 
on the real record of 


the united nations 


THE 
GRAND 
DESIGN 


A filmed lecture by G. Edward 
Griffin, author of “THE 
FEARFUL MASTER — A Sec- 
ond Look At The United Na- 
tions’’ explaining how global 
master planners, including high 
American officials, intend to 
convert the UN into a super- 
powerful world government. 


WALTER DEXTER SCHOOL 
11532 E. Floral Dr., Whittier, Calif. 


SPONSORED BY: THE JOHN BIRCH SOCIETY 


DATE: 


PEACE 
DOVE 
UNMASKED 


A startling filmstrip, produced 
by The John Birch Society, 
proving that the United Na 
tions was conceived by Com- 
munists, created by Commu- 
nists, and is today controlled 
by Communists. Must view- 
ing for every American con 
cerned about America’s future. 


8:00 P.M. Thursday 
October 19, 1972 


John Birch Society flyer offered at the 1972 Schmitz for President 
campaign headquarters in La Habra, California 


First and last page of John Birch Society flyer 
urging the US to get out of the United Nations — 
flyer mailed to me after my visit to the 1972 Schmitz for President 
campaign headquarters in La Habra, California 


Have you ever wondered .. . 


... what the world would be like if there had been 
no United Nations formed in 1945? Some will answer 
that there would be wars in all parts of the world 
without the UN. But haven’t there been wars ov: 
most of the globe anyway? 

Some will say that there would be massive starva- 
tion, racial animosity, and no cooperation among 
nations. But hasn’t there been mass starvation in 
Biafra and India? And racial animosity all around the 
world? And very little cooperation among nations? 

But before you conclude that the UN has failed 
simply because not enough nations have given it sup- 
port, let us ask you another question. 

Have you ever wondered what the world would be 
like if the United Nations did become powerful 
enough to stop all wars and share all food? What if 
the UN did become what so many of its founders 
intended — a world super-government, more powerful 
than any single country, including the United States? 

Stop a moment and think about it. And while 
you're considering it, review with us some of the 
truth about the United Nations record. 


THE UN RECORD ON CHINA 


The Republic of China was one of the original founders of 
the United Nations, and a permanent member of the Security 
Council. Driven from mainland China by Communists in 
1949, millions of these brave people escaped to Taiwan. Ina 
few short years it became one of the most prosperous, most 
productive areas in all of Asia. The Communists have been 
dedicated to its destruction ever since. 

In October 1971, on the twenty-sixth anniversary of; 
founding of the world body, the UN voted to expel 
Republic of China from membership and seat instead the 
murderous tyranny of Mao Tsetung and Chou Enlai, The 
decision, which was in specific violation of the UN Charter, 
was greeted with obscene rejoicing on the UN floor. 

This vote reveals the total subservience of the United 
Nations to the Communists, and how little regard the UN has 
for any “laws,” including its own. This is one reason why 
October 24, the anniversary of the founding of the United 
Nations, should be proclaimed a Day of Shame. 


THE UN RECORD ON GENOCIDE 


For more than twenty years, the United Nations has urged 
ratification of the Genocide Treaty, a vaguely worded docu- 
ment which would make it an international crime to cause 
physical or mental harm to any member of any minority 
group. The Treaty is carefully phrased so that it does not 
apply to the millions of victims murdered by the Commu- 


nists. But it would mean that any American, accused of 
causing “mental anguish” to someone of another race, could 
face trial in a foreign country by a foreign court. 
Significantly, Communist revolutionaries have been ac- 
cusing the United States of “genocide” since 1951. Passage of 
the Genocide Treaty could lead to an American policeman 
Tig trial in Tanzania for arresting a Black Panther — or an 
Wican soldier facing trial in Hanoi for protecting South 
Vietnam. Such is UN “justice.” Which is another reason why 
October 24 should be regarded as a Day of Shame, 


THE UN RECORD ON DISARMAMENT 


Even before the ink had dried on the UN Charter, its most 
avid promoters were urging the creation of a new army ~ a 
United Nations “Peace Force” that would control all of the 
world’s arms and armed forces. Such a scheme would seem 
preposterous to most Americans. But in 1961, the President 
of the United States actually proposed that we phase out our 
armed forces and weapons and surrender control to a United 
Nations “Peace Force.” 

Are we implementing this disarmament program? The 
answer is an emphatic yes. The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, the 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, the closing of our overseas 
bases, the halt in new weapons development are all part of it. 

If the idea of a super-powerful UN Army doesn’t alarm 
you, it should. The record of the UN “peace-keeping” forces 
in the Congo a decade ago indicates what could be in store 
for us. Striking without warning, UN troops massacred civil- 
ians, bombed hospitals, destroyed schools and churches, and 
slaughtered women and children. Such barbarism is another 
reason why the U.S. must never disarm — and why October 
24 should be remembered as a Day of Shame. 


THE UN RECORD ON EDUCATION 


What would an all-powerful United Nations do about 
@: The global master planners have an answer for 
r too. In 1960, the United Nations Educational, Scientific 
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) prepared an interna- 
tional treaty on education. Congressional critics prevented its 
adoption by the United States when they warned that the 
treaty would “deliver the entire American educational system 
into UNESCO international control.” 

However, during the past twelve years the U.S. Office of 
Education and the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare have begun implementing every major proposal in the 
treaty! This includes massive busing of children, federal 
financing and then federal control of all schools, and the use 
of UN materials in our classrooms. This growing UN control 
of our schools is another reason why October 24 should be 
Tecognized as the United Nations Day of Shame. 


THE UN RECORD ON ESPIONAGE 


4 ue United Nations headquarters in New York is without 
Out the major base for Communist espionage activities 


throughout North America. Yet the UN has never done 
anything to protect its host country, the United States, from 
the criminal activities of its delegates, The FBI has estimated 
that some eighty percent of Soviet-bloc personnel at the 
United Nations are espionage agents, not diplomats at all, 
And now, with the admission of Red China, thousands more 
Red spies will receive immunity from arrest or prosecution. 

That the United Nations is a crucial Communist espionage 
center should surprise no one. After all, of the Seventeen 
Americans who had key roles in formulating the carly 
policies of the UN, all but one were subsequently identified 
as Communists. Heading the list was the first UN Secretary 
General — convicted perjurer Alger Hiss. Such traitorous be- 
trayal of this country is another reason why the anniversary of 
the UN's founding must be considered a Day of Shame. 


THE UN RECORD ON PEACE 


Since the day of its founding, the United Nations has been 
hailed as ‘“‘mankind’s last best hope for peace” — yet there 
has been no peace. Following its hypocritical double 
standards, the UN has steadfastly refused to condemn Com- 
munist aggression, while it continually attacks any anti- 
Communist country that dares protect itself. 

For example, in December 1966, while Red Chinese 
troops were murdering families in Tibet, Vietcong guerrillas 
were liquidating whole villages in South Vietnam, and Com- 
munist border guards were shooting down anyone trying to 
escape across the Berlin Wall, the United Nations declared 
that tiny Rhodesia was “a threat to international peace.” A 
world-wide blockade was instituted against it. Yet Rhodesia 
had not attacked its neighbors; it had murdered none of its 
own citizens. Its only “crime” was to wish to be independent. 

To the United Nations, “peace” means the absence of 
Tesistance to Communism. And for the past twenty-seven 
years, the UN has worked to promote that “peace” through- 
out the world. This is another reason why the anniversary of 
the UN’s founding should be declared a Day of Shame. 


THE UN RECORD ON FREEDOM 


To an American, freedom means being able to worship as 
you please, travel where you wish, work where you prefer, 
say what you believe, read what appeals to you, vote for (or 
against) your government officials — in short, to make your 
own decisions about your own life. 

But “freedom” means something quite different to the 
United Nations. The freedom it promotes is doing whatever 
the state says! The UN has never done anything while the 
Communists assault religious freedom, destroy the sanctity of 
the family, abrogate property rights, and abolish free elec- 
tions. It has, in fact, continuously cooperated with every part 
of these Communist campaigns. 

An all-powerful United Nations would mean sacrificing 
every principle Americans revere. This is another compelling 
Teason why October 24, the anniversary of the formation of 
the United Nations, should be proclaimed a Day of Shame, 
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AT THE JOHN SCHMITZ PRESS CONFERENCE, 
DISNEYLAND HOTEL — OCTOBER 14, 1972 


The ideal situation for a political scientist investigating a candidate’s personality, policy 
positions and campaign would be to see the candidate in person and conduct a personal interview 
with him. I learned that Schmitz was going to speak at the Disneyland Hotel to all those supporters 
of his who would pay $15 per person to attend a dinner-ball shindig for Schmitz. Now, I was 
pondering whether it would be worth it for me to spend 15 bucks in the interest of science when 
(fortunately) my pocketbook was saved. My local newspaper, the Fullerton News Tribune, 
reported that Schmitz would hold a press conference at the Disneyland Hotel on October 14, 1972, 
the same day as the dinner-ball. Learning that was all I needed to go into action. 


I telephoned Randy Smith, the Schmitz man in charge of the press conference, and he told 
me that I would not be allowed into the press conference (as a political science major in college 
doing research on the Schmitz campaign) unless I was part of the news media. So, I haggled with 
the News Tribune, hoping to get in with the reporter they were sending. No luck. I turned to my 
last resort which was either an act of desperation or a stroke of genius. I visited my good friend, 
Chuck Brauer, a Cal State Fullerton student who works on the college’s student newspaper, The 
Daily Titan, and told him my plight. Chuck, an old fox at this sort of thing, came through and 
produced a blank press card which he instructed me how to forge—which I did. 


So, Saturday (October 14") came, and I, equipped with a cassette tape recorder that appears 
to be recording (but doesn’t record because it’s such a loser), looked like cub reporter Jimmy Olsen 
if there ever was one. I arrived at the hotel at 5:20 P.M., went inside and immediately sat down 
with some other reporters I had spotted. The ongoing conversation amongst the reporters was quite 
revealing, with the topic under discussion being the poor quality of news reporters. The two old 
pros from CBS felt that there was too much subjectivity (rather than objectivity) at the news 
reporter level (by “news reporter level” we’re talking about the guy who covers the Schmitz press 
conference, not the anchor man on the daily TV news report). The reason offered for this presence 
of subjectivity was the fact that news reporters are paid ridiculously low wages. Because of this, 
those with any college education who might be interested in making news reporting a career are 
discouraged. Indeed, one young reporter present who stated that he netted $90 a week as a reporter 
for Radio City News, and also possessed a B.A., was advised by the CBS vets to go into Public 
Relations where he could easily make twice as much money. The CBS old-timers added that the 
inevitable result of the low pay for news reporters was a situation where those remaining in the 
field were there usually due to a special motivation they possessed—with the reporting of the news 
intelligently not being that motivation. This sad consensus later appeared to be quite correct. 
Before the press conference was to begin, one reporter asked another how Schmitz’s name was 
spelled— “With two t’s?” And by and large, the questions asked at the press conference were poor 
(such as “What would be the first thing you would do as President?”—a question a child or anyone 
else could ask). I seemed to be the only reporter who really had a thorough knowledge of Schmitz’s 
ideology, and my questions reflected this. 


Perhaps I’m jumping the gun, but anyway, at 5:45 P.M. we were all led up to what’s called 
the “pressroom adjacent to the ballroom.” My forged press card was OK’d by Randy Smith, and 
each reporter was handed an envelope which contained a press release and 3 tickets good for free 


October 14, 1972 press release by the Schmitz for President campaign handed to each 
reporter attending Schmitz’s press conference held on the same day at the Disneyland Hotel 


cocktails. Hmmm. Security? I didn’t detect any. There had to be some, but I wasn’t searched, and 
whereas I’ve been to Nixon, Johnson and Humphrey affairs where the Secret Service was evident, 
here I didn’t observe any Secret Service agents. Incidentally, after the press conference, there was 
no problem reaching the candidate. Perhaps this is why Schmitz said, in response to that dumb 
question, that the first thing he’d do as President would be to get more security. 


Everyone’s ready. 6:00 P.M. The show starts. In walks Schmitz, his wife Mary, and Mr. 
and Mrs. Walter Brennan! Walter Brennan, the famous movie actor, was chairman of the Finance 
Committee for Schmitz. When he walked in, I detected that perhaps he might be sensitive as to his 
age and appearance. I overheard Mr. Brennan say that “they might not recognize me.” I did, 
though. And Mrs. Schmitz, I believe, consoled him by telling him that everyone knows Walter 
Brennan. Soon, Dan Smoot walked in and the press conference began. 


Now, here is what was said by Schmitz at the press conference. I’ll cover my questions 
first (I was lucky to get in the two questions I did as the press conference was cut short). I asked 
Schmitz: “Congressman, do you concur with all the points and contentions that were brought out 
in Mr. Smoot’s book, The Invisible Government?” He replied that he certainly did, and that 
Smoot’s book was essentially the same as Gary Allen’s book, None Dare Call It Conspiracy, 
which Schmitz wrote the Introduction to. He said it took him 25 years to figure it all out, and also 
made a remark to the effect that his professors had been watching him carefully throughout college. 
Later on, Schmitz said that he agreed with what Wallace told the AIP convention over the phone 
when he said that you “got to expose the CFR, United Nations . . .” I asked this question because 
I didn’t know (since the media had not reported on the Schmitz campaign to any measurable extent) 
whether Schmitz was, in fact, actually speaking out against the Council on Foreign Relations in 
his campaign. His answer would indicate yes. 
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Complimentary cocktail tickets given to members of the press who attended 
John Schmitz’s October 14, 1972 press conference 


Later, I asked Schmitz: “I’m sort of curious. Why has the conservative newspaper Human 
Events not endorsed your candidacy whereas earlier in the year it wholeheartedly supported John 
Ashbrook?” Schmitz replied that it was because Human Events was basically a Republican 
newspaper, but that next week it was printing an interview with him (which he hoped they wouldn’t 
edit). He stated that others had asked him the same question. Unfortunately, I was unable to ask 
such choice questions as “Do you have any idea how active the John Birch Society might be in 
supporting your candidacy?” This, in fact, was going to be my next question; but, one can’t have 
everything. 


Here are other press conference highlights. It was pointed out by a Schmitz aide that in the 
past five days none of the major TV networks—ABC, NBC, CBS—had reported anything 
concerning the Schmitz candidacy. Schmitz did not know who in the networks had made the 
decision; all he knew was that his campaign wasn’t being covered by them. Schmitz did not 
demand equal time, but rather wanted “equity,” and that if he got “equity,” that would be all he 
would need to win the election. His recent tour of the Midwest, Schmitz claimed, was a smashing 
success. Overflow crowds were at each stop, he said, which led him to feel more optimistic today 
than at any other time of the campaign. However, he lamented, it is because of the networks 
providing only Nixon and McGovern free airtime that he has had to go to such places as Idaho 
Falls, what he called “the other end of the boob tube.” 


Schmitz maintained that Wallace “isn’t gonna endorse at all.” Why? Schmitz claimed that 
there are 3 factions within the Wallace camp. The first faction was headed by Wallace’s doctor 
who recommends that Wallace not do anything political. The other two factions are Wallace’s 
advisers who are split into two camps. One camp is for Wallace to endorse Schmitz, and then in 
1976 run for the Democratic Party nomination. This would be done for “pragmatic” purposes, 
according to Schmitz. These advisers would hope that in 1976 when Wallace runs for the 
Democratic Party nomination that the 1972 AIP workers would come over to work for Wallace. 
The adviser camp also is for Wallace’s running in 1976 for the Democratic Party nomination, but 
advises that Wallace endorse no one. Schmitz had no doubt that Wallace would refuse to endorse 
anyone. Schmitz complained that the recent trip Agnew, Nixon’s Vice President, made to Wallace 
was heavily reported by the press, but that the trip to Wallace made by his Vice-Presidential 
running mate, Tom Anderson, went unreported, even though it occurred at nearly the same time 
as Agnew’s. 


Schmitz felt that the American Independent Party would remain a permanent party, 
whether he won or lost. This he felt to be so because the AIP was not a Third Party, but rather, in 
his opinion, a “second party to preserve the two-party system.” He concurred with Wallace’s 
remark that there was not a dime’s worth of difference between the Republican and Democratic 
parties since both parties represented socialism with a one-party system. Also, Schmitz claimed 
that he’s “got more full-time volunteers” working for his candidacy than the Republicans and 
Democrats. He asked whether anyone had ever seen so much lack of enthusiasm for the other two 
parties’ candidates among the public. 


Regarding the cost of his campaign, Schmitz expected to spend $1 million on it, but thought 
that Nixon would spend close to $40 million. Schmitz labelled his supporters as “thin cats” as 
opposed to the Republican and Democrat supporters as being “fat cats.” The largest contribution 


his campaign had received was $6,000 from a North Dakota farmer who had become convinced 
that the best government was the least government. With respect to the polls, Schmitz complained 
about the pollsters not even inserting his name in their polls. Hence, he could only estimate from 
the numbers of people he had seen at his campaign appearances how well he was doing. 


With respect to the drug addiction problem afflicting many U.S. cities. Schmitz stated that, 
if elected President, he would “take aerial photos of the poppy fields in Red China” and would 
give the Chinese due notice that he would not tolerate the fields’ presence because, he claimed, 
China provides 80% of the world’s heroine supply. If China did not destroy the poppy fields, then 
he “would defoliate” them. 


He discussed various domestic policy issues, the first one being school bussing, where he 
labelled the Republicans’ proposed solution to school bussing “phony as a one-dollar bill.” Next, 
he said that, if elected, he would get the federal government completely out of education and 
welfare. Schmitz also shared his belief that revenue sharing was really “deficit sharing.” 
Meanwhile, he said that he had heard the rumor that new money had been printed up to replace 
Federal Reserve Notes, but was unaware of any truth to the rumor. Another matter he brought up 
was his supporting (a bill?) something Congressman Rarick wanted (as we recall, Rarick is the 
member of Congress who inserted into the Congressional Record the 1971 membership list of the 
CFR). 


Regarding Arthur Bremer, the guy who on May 15, 1972 shot and paralyzed Wallace from 
the waist down, Schmitz did not believe that Bremer was a “mixed-up lover” as the media had 
portrayed him, but instead believed that Bremer had friends—friends who were “mixed-up” with 
the Left Wing. As President, Schmitz said that he would open up the archives concerning the 
assassinations of President John F. Kennedy, Robert F. Kennedy, and Martin Luther King. He felt 
that Oswald, Sirhan Sirhan, and Bremer did not have mental health problems that needed to be 
addressed by some psychiatrist, but rather were people linked to the communists who were not 
acting on their own. In addition, he called the Republican National Convention which, of course, 
once again nominated President Nixon to be the party’s candidate for President “a coronation.” 


Finally, Schmitz said that he had 7 children, but that the lady on his right was not one of 
them; she was his wife. 


End of questioning. At this point I got up and walked up first to Dan Smoot. I got his 
autograph. Then I approached Schmitz for his autograph, which was easy to do since Walter 
Brennan was really the center of attention in the room. Schmitz asked me what my name was, then 
said, “I’ll write “Keep fighting, Bob,’” which he proceeded to so in providing me his autograph. 
He next stated, “I assume you are a fighter” (since he obviously recognized me as the informed 
reporter) to which I replied that I was (because no way would I answer that question in the 
negative). Schmitz pressed on: “What are you fighting?” I laughed. Our roles were now reversed. 


My personal chat with Schmitz plus my news conference observations revealed to me that 
Schmitz is a very personable man; he’s sharp, forthright (never dodged a question), has a cutting 
sense of humor, is not a bitter man, and certainly is not a beaten man. On the other hand, Dan 


Smoot was a quiet man. I don’t think he said anything to me, and I really didn’t know what to say 
to him. Nonetheless, it looked like he appreciated my requesting his autograph. 


End of my Schmitz press conference Disneyland Hotel experience. 


ATTEMPT TO MEET WITH SCHMITZ AT THE MUCKENTHALER 
CULTURAL CENTER IN FULLERTON, CALIF. — OCTOBER 15, 1972 


Schmitz was scheduled to appear on the local Los Angeles TV show hosted by Tom Snyder 
of KNBC. I turn on the TV and to my surprise the show was originating from the Muckenthaler 
Cultural Center in Fullerton, just two miles away from where I live. So, because this show usually 
is broadcast live, I quickly hopped in my car and zoomed to the Muckenthaler Center off Malvern 
Avenue. I still had many questions that I wished to ask the candidate. 


Once there I chatted with a Fullerton policeman as Schmitz had not yet arrived. We talked 
politics a little. The officer admitted that he didn’t know much about political matters and, in fact, 
wondered what type of area North Orange County where Fullerton is located was—Republican? 
Democrat? He did, though, express his opinion that the “little man” was not noticed by the 
politicians. 


Well, if Secret Service men weren’t evident at the Disneyland Hotel press conference, they 
sure were at the Muckenthaler Center. I think I met every single one of them assigned to Schmitz 
in my abortive attempt to reach the candidate. The Secret Service men are still noticeable, but not 
blatantly obvious. They no longer use the very easily seen walkie-talkies and headsets. Now they 
use a small microphone placed inside the shirt cuff, and use a small earplug to hear their messages 
(the ear plug is very inconspicuous, looking much like a hearing aid). I overheard one of the Secret 
Service men tell the Fullerton policeman that although it was tough having to do so much 
travelling, it was interesting “seeing places you’d never have a chance to see . . . Idaho Falls.” 


Finally, Schmitz arrives — late. I naturally don’t want to keep Schmitz from his TV 
interview, so I contented myself with watching Schmitz and seven Secret Service men file by me. 
Hearing Schmitz ask those escorting him, “Are we on the wrong side of the rope?” it’s clear to me 
that I’m getting nowhere at this moment in trying to ask Schmitz a question. Much of my 
difficulties laid in the fact that the Secret Service men and Schmitz people both wore suits, and so 
I never was quite sure whom to approach. 


The TV interview comes off, and Schmitz did not mention the CFR although he agreed 
that the Kremlin is conspiring against the U.S. Well, I’m wondering to myself: “Why has the press 
not reported the CFR conspiracy story?” Seems like it would be one of the biggest stories ever, if 
true. But, the reporters at the Disneyland Hotel press conference did not pursue the CFR angle 
despite Schmitz’s reference to it. Was the press CFR-controlled, I wondered, or was the press just 
uninformed (and indeed, the reporters did ask poor questions at Schmitz’s press conference, which 
indicated to me a lack of knowledge concerning politics and issues of the day, especially those 
pertaining to Schmitz’s positions)? This is what I wanted to find out, and this question is what I 
kept mulling over during the many dull moments at the Muckenthaler Center. 


Anyway, I kept hanging around. By now Schmitz had gone upstairs. I wait and wait. 
Finally, some people who look like they belong to Schmitz’s campaign came down the stairs and 
walked to the nearby parking lot. I pursued and asked a group of four ladies if they knew whether 
it would be possible for me to talk to the Congressman. They replied that Schmitz was tied up in 
a meeting, but that I could settle for second best—Mary Schmitz. I turned around and there was 
Mrs. Schmitz approaching us. She stopped and I introduced myself to her. The other ladies chided 
me: “Hurry up. Ask your question!” I go: “OK . . . P'd like to know why the press has not reported 
about the Council on Foreign Relations. Has it been your experience that the press doesn’t ask 
about the CFR?” Saying that “John has talked about this to me,” she replied that essentially this 
was the case, but that the CFR matter wasn’t a major campaign issue of her husband. The major 
issues, she maintained, were wage-price controls, Red China’s supplying 80% of the world’s 
heroine, the United Nations, and one other issue I fail to recall. I continued: “Is this because the 
press is naive about the CFR or because it is CFR-controlled?” She responded that she believed 
that it was probably because the press didn’t know anything about the CFR. “John would bring it 
up,” she added, “and give the example of Henry Kissinger. And they [1.e., the reporters] would 
just sit there.” So, the press, in Mrs. Schmitz’s opinion, is not educated about the CFR issue. 


Mrs. Schmitz’s contention that the Council on Foreign Relations was not a major issue of 
her husband’s campaign must be explained. The CFR may be the issue. But, since the general 
public is practically in the dark about the CFR and its purported goals (establish a socialistic one 
world government, etc.), and even investigative-minded journalists seem befuddled by its mention 
by Schmitz, then Schmitz and his campaign staff likely decided that he could win votes and support 
only by emphasizing other issues. And since Mary Schmitz had no idea how much I knew about 
the CFR, or which media outfit I worked for, she probably tried to direct my attention to her 
husband’s positions on the aforementioned issues (wage-price controls, etc.) that she believed 
would resonate with voters, if voters became aware of them. Having gotten in my key questions, 
Mrs. Schmitz indicated in a nice way that she needed to go, asking me if there was anything else I 
wanted. Yes, I answered, her autograph. She graciously provided it to me and then left, which 
concluded my research efforts about the Schmitz campaign at the Muckenthaler Center. 


JOHN SCHMITZ ON THE ROBERT K. DORNAN TV SHOW — 
OCTOBER 16, 1972 


Robert K. Dornan 


While appearing on Robert K. Dornan’s TV interview show on October 16, 1972, Schmitz 
discussed his usual campaign talking points, but also, significantly in my opinion, asked the 
following two questions: 

“Why is this Council on Foreign Relations group, which controls the Republican and 
Democratic Parties, so interested in it?” By “it,” Schmitz was referring to the United Nations. 

And next, “Why was Alger Hiss so interested in setting up the U.N.?” Schmitz followed 
up this question by calling the U.N. “a blueprint for totalitarianism.” 

Meanwhile, Dornan said that he was against John Birch Society membership because he 
felt that it really hindered one’s political career due to distortion made by others (especially the 
media). Schmitz replied to this remark by stating: “Then you must have been shocked when George 
Wallace’s party [1.e., the AIP] nominated one for the presidency.” If this statement by Schmitz 
isn’t an admission by Schmitz of his belonging to the JBS, then I don’t know what is. 

And finally, Dornan concluded his interview by saying that he wanted to invite Schmitz 
back again to his show in order to discuss nothing but the CFR conspiracy because such a 
discussion “would take a whole program.” 


SCHMITZ ON NATIONAL TV — NBC — 
DAN SMOOT QUESTIONING SCHMITZ — OCTOBER 31, 1972 


This half-hour-long interview was paid for by the Schmitz-Anderson campaign. The 
chronological order of the issues discussed, with the CFR not being mentioned at all, was: 

1) bussing students for racial integration purposes, 2) federal aid, 3) school prayer, 
4) inflation, 5) taxes, 6) foreign affairs. Schmitz also enunciated his theory on government, 
which is that “government is to protect the people.” This interview aired at 10:30 P.M. 


AFTERWORD 


What you have read previously was my original study containing some editing and added 
context completed on December 12, 1972. No doubt you have some questions regarding what 
happened after Schmitz’s lop-sided defeat in the 1972 US Presidential race. I will briefly address 
here some of the questions you might have. We recall that my study’s Hypothesis #1 stated: “If 
the John Birch Society (JBS) has taken over the AIP, then said party will become an ineffective, 
although perhaps persistent, third political party.” Whether or not the JBS did take over the AIP, 
essentially the dependent part of the hypothesis—i.e., the AIP “will become an ineffective, 
although perhaps persistent, third political party”—did, in fact, come about. In 1976 the American 
Independent Party again ran a Presidential candidate, this being Lester Maddox, the former 
Governor of Georgia and who was generally considered to be a segregationist. Whereas Schmitz 
received in 1972 1,100,868 votes amounting to 1.42% of the nationwide votes for President, 
Maddox in 1976 received only 170,531 or 0.21% of the nationwide votes. Four years later in 1980 
the AIP tried again, running former Congressman John Rarick (the man who inserted into the 
Congressional Record the 1971 CFR membership list) as its candidate for President. Rarick did 
much worse than even Maddox, receiving just 41,268 votes or a tiny 0.05% of the nationwide vote. 
So, from this we see that the AIP did persist as a third political party, but not only did it prove to 
become an ineffective third political party, as postulated in Hypothesis #1, but more correctly it 
came to be an inconsequential third political party. The AIP has remained on the ballot for most 
of the Presidential races since 1980 and has continued to receive miniscule amounts of votes, 
ranging from 0.03% to 0.19% of the nationwide vote. 


After the 1972 election Schmitz resumed his teaching political science and philosophy job 
at Santa Ana College. In 1978 he ran for the California State Senate seat representing District 36 
in central Orange County; and, he won the election. However, his political career effectively ended 
when it became known in 1981 that he had fathered two children out of wedlock. In 1984 Schmitz 
tried to get back into Congress by running for the 38 Congressional District seat which 
represented much the same area of Orange County that his District 36 State Senate seat had served. 
However, he lost badly in the Republican primary to Robert K. Dornan, the TV show host who 
had interviewed him 12 years earlier. Dornan went on to win the general election and ended up 
serving in Congress for twelve years, earning the nickname “B-1 Bob” in the process, for his 
staunch support of the US Air Force’s developing and deploying of the B-1 bomber. In 1990 
Schmitz retired from his Santa Ana College teaching job and in 1995 moved to Virginia to become 
a vineyard owner. He died in 2001 at age 70 from prostate cancer and had remained married to his 
wife, Mary, up to his death. 


As for the John Birch Society, it ended up profoundly influencing the Republican party and 
the broader conservative movement. By the early 2020s JBS’s long-held position against abortion 
and birth control had been transformed into restrictive laws in several states whose legislatures are 
under Republican party control. Similarly, its position against allowing large numbers of 
immigrants into the US had been embraced by the Republican party, as evidenced by President 
Donald Trump’s effort, costing $15 billion, to build a wall across the US’s border with Mexico. In 
short, the JBS successfully mainstreamed many of its most important policy positions into the 
Republican party and therefore no longer has a need to involve itself in a third political party, such 
as the AIP. Ribew K Stevenson ~ Auguat 76, 20235 
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